
Approval of the recommended actions will adopt an addendum to the previously approved 
environmental document; approve the revised Helen Keller Park Community Building Project scope, 
budget, and schedule; approve an appropriation adjustment, and authorize the Director of Public 
Works, or her designee, to issue a change order to the Design-Builder, Soltek Pacific Construction 
Company, to complete the Helen Keller Park Community Building Project per the revised scope with 
environmental site remediation, approve the proposed Helen Keller Park Remediation Project for the 
southern portion of the Helen Keller Park, including the parking lot, ball field and the rest of the park, 
using a design-bid-build delivery method.

SUBJECT

May 06, 2014

The Honorable Board of Supervisors
County of Los Angeles
383 Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration
500 West Temple Street 
Los Angeles, California 90012
 
Dear Supervisors:

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS:
HELEN KELLER PARK PROJECT

ADOPT ADDENDUM TO THE PRIOR MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
HELEN KELLER PARK COMMUNITY BUILDING PROJECT 

APPROVE REVISED SCOPE, PROJECT BUDGET, AND 
APPROPRIATION ADJUSTMENT

SPECS. 6858; CAPITAL PROJECT NO. 69554 
APPROVE CAPITAL PROJECT FOR 

HELEN KELLER PARK REMEDIATION PROJECT 
SPECS. 7282; CAPITAL PROJECT NO. 87237

SECOND DISTRICT
(3 VOTES)

IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT THE BOARD:

1. Find that the addendum to the previously adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration has been 
completed in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act and reflects the independent 
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judgment and analysis of the County, finding that the Board has reviewed and considered the 
addendum with the previously adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration prior to approving the revised 
Helen Keller Park Community Building Project and adopt the addendum.

2. Approve the revised Project scope, total project budget and schedule for the  Helen Keller Park 
Community Building Project, Capital Project No. 69554 to complete the community building, utilities, 
north parking lot, and to perform the associated environmental site remediation work.

3. Approve the proposed Helen Keller Park Remediation Capital Project No. 87237, and total Project 
budget of $5,242,000 in order to implement environmental site remediation requirements and to 
replace the south parking lot, playground, landscaping, ball field, storm drains, and provide a new 
outdoor exercise equipment area.

4. Approve an appropriation adjustment of $1,565,000 to transfer $1,475,000 in net County cost from 
the Helen Keller Park Community Building Project, Capital Project No. 69554 and $90,000 in net 
County Cost from the Department of Parks and Recreations Operating Budget to the proposed 
Helen Keller Park Remediation Project, Capital Project No. 87237.

5. Approve and authorize the Director of Public Works, or her designee, to execute a change order 
with Soltek Pacific Construction Company to supplement design and construction services for a 
maximum of $411,000 not-to-exceed fee to revise the Helen Keller Park Community Building Project 
scope to complete the community building, provide utilities to the building, construct the north 
parking lot, and perform the associated environmental site remediation work.

PURPOSE/JUSTIFICATION OF RECOMMENDED ACTION

Approval of the recommended actions will adopt the addendum to the previously adopted Mitigated 
Negative Declaration (MND); approve the revised Helen Keller Park Community Building Project 
(Community Building Project) scope, budget, and schedule to include environmental site 
remediation; approve an appropriation adjustment; authorize the Director of Public Works, or her 
designee, to execute a change order with Soltek Pacific Construction Company to supplement 
design and construction of the previously approved scope; and approve the proposed Helen Keller 
Park Remediation Project (Remediation Project) scope, estimated budget and schedule for which a 
Board-approved as-needed architectural engineering contract will be used to design and obtain 
jurisdictional approvals for the proposed Remediation Project.

Community Building Project

On July 12, 2011, the Board adopted the MND, approved the total Project budget of $6,661,000, an 
appropriation adjustment, awarded and authorized the Department of Public Works (Public Works) to 
execute a design-build contract with Soltek Pacific Construction Company to provide design and 
construction services for a maximum contract sum of $4,110,200 for the Community Building Project.

Construction of the Community Building Project began in June 2012 and when potentially hazardous 
waste debris material was discovered, construction was immediately suspended to determine the 
extent of potential environmental hazards at the site.  Previously approved as-needed consultant 
contracts for geotechnical and environmental services with Ninyo and Moore, were engaged to 
provide environmental consulting services.

Environmental site investigations performed between June 2012 and August 2013 revealed the 
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presence of relatively low-levels of inert hazardous materials, including metals and asbestos-
containing material, and approximately 75 percent of the park was underlain by waste that stretched 
beyond the Community Building Project limits.

Historical records for the site showed that, prior to County’s acquisition of the property and 
development of Helen Keller Park in the 1960’s, private entities owned and operated a waste dump 
at the Community Building Project site until 1947.

On August 29, 2012, Public Works met with Public Health, Public Works’ Environmental Programs 
Division, State South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD), and State Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (RWQCB) to identify environmental jurisdictional approval requirements for the 
Community Building Project.  Public Health and RWQCB allowed some community building 
construction to resume since the building was outside of the waste dump boundaries. As a 
precaution, Public Health required ongoing methane gas monitoring and alarm systems for the new 
community building and the existing pool building.  

With the approval of environmental regulatory agencies, construction for the community building 
resumed on October 1, 2012.  Currently, the community building completion is pending the approval 
of the revised Project scope to allow utility connections through the boundaries of the area to be 
remediated.  Additionally, as a precaution, the park was closed to the public on July 1, 2013, and will 
remain closed until hazardous conditions are remediated.

Public Works recommends that the Board approve and authorize the Director of Public Works, or her 
designee, to execute a change order to Soltek Pacific Construction Company for the design and 
construction of the revised Project scope at the Community Building Project for $411,000 to 
complete the Community Building Project, including providing utilities to the building, constructing the 
north parking lot, and performing the associated environmental remediation work at the Project site.

Remediation Project

An application for Waste Discharge Form 200 was formally submitted to the RWQCB on October 24, 
2012.  The RWQCB enrolled the site into General Order No. R4-2002-022 on November 30, 2012, 
and provided Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) for the park.

An approved soil cover plan, to address remediation for the balance of the park has been designed 
to reduce the risk of park users’ contact with the waste and to reduce infiltration into the underlying 
waste is required for the entire area within the former waste dump boundaries.  In addition, a 
groundwater and methane gas monitoring program is required at the site.

Upon completion of the construction documents and jurisdictional approvals pertaining to the 
proposed Remediation Project, Public Works will return to the Board to approve Project budget, 
adopt, advertise, and award the contract to the apparent Lowest Responsive and Responsible 
Bidder in accordance with the State Public Contract Code for the implementation of environmental 
site remediation requirements by replacing the south parking lot, playground, landscaping, ball field, 
storm drains, and a new outdoor exercise equipment area.

Green Building/Sustainable Design Program

In support of the Board’s Green Building/Sustainable Design Program, the Community Building 
Project and proposed Remediation Project will incorporate necessary sustainable design features to 
attain the U.S. Green Building Council’s Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design’s Gold 
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certification.  The Projects include features such as energy efficient light fixtures, water-efficient 
fixtures that reduce water consumption, energy management control system for the building’s 
heating, ventilation, and cooling system, low-emission construction materials, diversion of 
construction waste from landfills through recycling, and building products made from regional and 
rapidly renewable materials.

Implementation of Strategic Plan Goals
The Countywide Strategic Plan directs the provision of Operational Effectiveness (Goal 1) and 
Integrated Services Delivery (Goal 3).  The recommended actions will facilitate the environmental 
site remediation at Helen Keller Park to maintain the functionality of the existing park, enhance water 
and air quality, and enrich the lives of the County of Los Angeles residents by improving the 
recreational infrastructures at Helen Keller Park.

FISCAL IMPACT/FINANCING

The total Project cost for the revised Community Building Project, Capital Project No. 69544, is 
$7,386,000 which includes sufficient funds.  The total Project cost for the proposed Remediation 
Project, Capital Project No. 87237, is $5,242,000. Both project budgets include plans and 
specifications, plan check, construction, change orders, equipment, consultant services, 
miscellaneous expenditures, and County services. Attachment A provides the schedule and budget 
summary for each Project. 

Approval of the attached appropriation adjustment will authorize the transfer of $1,475,000 in net 
County cost from the Community Building Project, Capital Project No. 69554, and $90,000 in net 
County cost from the Department of Parks and Recreation (Parks and Recreation) Operating Budget 
to fund the proposed Remediation Project.  

OPERATING BUDGET IMPACT

Following completion of the Projects, Parks and Recreation will maintain the new amenities and 
improvements.  Parks and Recreation anticipates a one-time start-up cost of approximately $283,000
 for office, kitchen, computer lab, and community room equipment and furnishings; and ongoing 
annual operating costs of approximately $180,000 for recreation and maintenance staff, utilities, 
security, and custodial supplies and equipment.  Parks and Recreation will work with Chief Executive 
Office to determine the appropriate level of funding and request the one-time and ongoing funds in 
Parks and Recreation’s Fiscal Year (FY) 2014-15 new facilities budget request.

FACTS AND PROVISIONS/LEGAL REQUIREMENTS

The contract contains terms and conditions supporting the Board's ordinances and policies, 
including, but not limited to:  County Code Chapter 2.200, Child Support Compliance Program; 
County Code Chapter 2.202, Contractor Responsibility and Debarment; County Code Chapter 2.206, 
Defaulted Property Tax Reduction Program; Board Policy 5.050, County's Greater Avenues for 
Independence (GAIN) and General Relief Opportunities for Growth (GROW) Programs; Board Policy 
5.060, Reporting of Improper Solicitations; Board Policy 5.110, Contract Language to Assist in 
Placement of Displaced County Workers; and Board Policy 5.135, Notice to Contract Employees of 
Newborn Abandonment Law (Safely Surrendered Baby Law).

As required by the Board, language has been incorporated into the Project specifications stating that 
the contractor shall notify its employees, and shall require each subcontractor to notify its 
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employees, that they may be eligible for the Federal Earned Income Credit under the Federal 
income tax law (Federal Income Tax Law, Internal Revenue Service Notice 1015).

The proposed Remediation Project is exempt from allocating funds to the Civic Art Fund per the 
Board's Civic Art Policy, adopted on December 7, 2004, revised on December 15, 2009. The 
proposed Remediation Project consists primarily of underground remediation work and the additional 
scope for the exercise equipment is less than the $500,000 threshold identified in the policy for 
required civic art fund allocation.

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION

A MND was adopted by the Board on July 12, 2011, (State Clearinghouse No. 02011021027) and 
identified less than significant impacts with implementation of mitigation measures for air quality, 
biological resources, and cultural resources.  An addendum to the previously adopted MND was 
prepared in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to analyze the 
environmental impact of amending the Project scope of work to include required environmental site 
remediation. The addendum indicates that the conditions requiring preparation of a subsequent 
environmental document have not occurred because the Project scope revisions and the change in 
circumstances of the Project completion do not involve new significant environmental effects. Site 
remediation performance standards and specifications have been included in the scope of the 
revised Project as approved by the regulatory agencies, and mitigation measures have been 
included for the Project. The Project paid the applicable fee to the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife when the MND was approved in 2011 and no additional fee is due.  Upon the Board’s 
adoption of the addendum, Public Works will file a notice of determination relating to the Project 
revisions and will pay the applicable $75 filing fee to the Registrar-Recorder/County Clerk.

Documents and other materials constituting the record of the proceedings upon which the Board’s 
decision is based in this matter are on file with the County of Los Angeles Department of Public 
Works, Project Management Division II, 900 South Fremont Avenue, Fifth Floor, Alhambra, 
California 91803.  The custodian of such documents is Mr. James F. Kearns.

CONTRACTING PROCESS

A standard amendment to the design-build contract, in the form previously approved by County 
Counsel, will be used.  The standard Board-directed clauses that provide for contract termination, 
renegotiation, and hiring qualified displaced County employees is still enforced.  The current design 
builder, Soltek Pacific Construction Company’s participation data and three-year contracting history 
with the County are on file with Public Works.

Following completion of the construction documents and jurisdictional approvals for the proposed 
Remediation Project, we will return to the Board to adopt, advertise, and award the contract to the 
apparent Lowest Responsive and Responsible Bidder in accordance with the State Public Contract 
Code.

The State Labor Code requires contractors to pay prevailing wages rates to all persons employed on 
Public Works contracts.

IMPACT ON CURRENT SERVICES (OR PROJECTS)
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There will be no negative impact on current County services or projects during the performance of 
the recommended services.  

The County will evaluate if the performance of the recommended services will require continued 
closure of Helen Keller Park to the public.  We will return to the Board with a recommendation for the 
opening of Helen Keller Park to the public.

CONCLUSION

Please return one adopted copy of this Board letter to the Chief Executive Office, Facilities and Asset 
Management Division and the Department of Public Works, Project Management Division II.

WILLIAM T FUJIOKA

Chief Executive Officer

Enclosures

c: Executive Office, Board of Supervisors
County Counsel
Arts Commission
Parks and Recreation
Public Works

Respectfully submitted,

WTF:SHK:DJT
SW:RB:LL:rp
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ATTACHMENT A 
 

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS: 
HELEN KELLER PARK PROJECT:   

ADOPT ADDENDUM TO THE PRIOR MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
HELEN KELLER PARK COMMUNITY BUILDING PROJECT  

APPROVE REVISED SCOPE, PROJECT BUDGET, AND  
APPROPRIATION ADJUSTMENT 

SPECS. 6858; C.P. 69554  
APPROVE CAPITAL PROJECT FOR  

HELEN KELLER PARK REMEDIATION PROJECT  
SPECS. 7282; C.P. 87237 

(SECOND DISTRICT) (3 VOTES) 
 

 
I. PROJECT SCHEDULE 
 

 
HELEN KELLER COMMUNITY BUILDING PROJECT C.P. NO. 69554 

 
Project Activity 

Scheduled 
Completion 

Date 

Revised 
Completion 

Date 

Scoping Documents 06/07/2010* 
 

06/07/2010* 

Design Build Contract Award 
 

07/12/2011* 
 

07/12/2011* 

Design-Build Contract Notice to Proceed 08/11/2011* 
 

08/11/2011* 

Construction Substantial Completion 12/31/2012 
 

10/16/2014 

Project Acceptance  03/28/2013 
 

11/17/2014 

 
HELEN KELLER PARK REMEDIATION PROJECT C. P. NO. 87237 

 
Project Activity 

 

 
Scheduled Completion Date 

Design for Remediation 07/03/2014 
Jurisdictional Approval for Remediation 07/31/2014 
Bid/Award for Remediation 10/22/2014 
Substantial Completion for Remediation 07/31/2015 
Acceptance for Remediation 09/29/2015 
 
*Indicates completed activity. 
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  II. PROJECT BUDGET SUMMARY–HELEN KELLER COMMUNITY BUILDING PROJECT C.P. NO 69554 

 
Category 

 
Approved 

Project Budget  
Impact of this 

Action 
Revised 

Project Budget  
CONSTRUCTION     
  Design-Build Contract $3,610,200 $            0 $3,610,200 
  Design Completion Allowance $   500,000 $            0 $   500,000 

  

Design-Build Change Orders  
(Increased by Delegation Memo 1 
and 2) $   491,000 $ 411,000 $   902,000 

  Utility Connection Fees $   100,000 ($   50,000)  $    50,000 
  Civic Art $     37,578 $            0 $     37,578 

  Subtotal $4,738,778 $ 361,000 $5,099,778 
EQUIPMENT $     60,000 ($   60,000) $              0 

PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS $   147,598 ($     17,598) $   130,000 

CONSULTANT SERVICES                          
  Deputy Inspection $     50,000 ($  8,000) $    42,000 
  Hazardous Materials  $     30,000 $          0 $    30,000 
  Geotechnical/Soils Test $     49,000 $          0 $    49,000 
  Material Testing $     20,000 $          0 $    20,000 
  Cost Estimating $     10,000 $          0 $    10,000 
  Topographic Surveys $     10,000 ($10,000) $             0 
  Environmental Services $     17,725 ($17,725) $             0 
  Subtotal $   186,725 ($35,725) $  151,000 
MISCELLANEOUS EXPENDITURES $     45,643 $          0 $    45,643 

JURISDICTIONAL REVIEW    
  Building and Safety  $     30,000 $         0 $   30,000 
  Fire Department $       5,271 $         0 $     5,271 
  Regional Planning $       5,000 ($ 2,000) $     3,000 
  Public Health $     10,000 ($ 5,000) $     5,000 
  Environmental Programs $       5,000 $         0 $     5,000 

  
Geotechnical and Material 
Engineering $     10,000 $  5,000 $   15,000 

  Air Quality Management District $     10,000 $         0 $   10,000 
 Regional Water Board $              0 $10,000 $   10,000 
  Subtotal $     75,271 $  8,000 $   83,271 
COUNTY SERVICES    

  
Code Compliance and 
Inspections $   475,000 ($323,678) $   151,322 

  Contract Administration $   100,000 $           0 $   100,000 

  
Project Management (reduced by  
Delegation Memo 1 and 2)  $   731,985 $479,074 $1,211,059 

  ISD JOC Management $     20,000 ($  20,000) $              0 
  ISD ITS Communications $     20,000 $  50,000 $     70,000 
  Project Technical Support $     40,000 $  63,703 $   103,703 
  Consultant Contract Recovery $     20,000 $197,981 $   217,981 
 Contingency $              0 $  22,243 $     22,243 
  Subtotal $1,406,985 $469,323 $1,876,308 
 TOTAL  $6,661,000 $725,000 $7,386,000 
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III. PROJECT BUDGET SUMMARY – HELEN KELLER REMEDIATION PROJECT C.P. NO. 87237 

 
Category 

 
Remediation Project  

Budget 
CONSTRUCTION  
  Construction $3,136,000 
  Change Orders $   470,400 
   
  Civic Art $              0 

  Subtotal $3,606,400 
EQUIPMENT $              0 
PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS $   275,000 
CONSULTANT SERVICES  
  Deputy Inspection $     50,000 
  Hazardous Materials  $   220,000 
  Geotechnical/Soils Test $     50,000 
  Material Testing $      20,000 
  Cost Estimating $     10,000 
    
  Environmental Services $  150,000 
  Subtotal $  500,000 
MISCELLANEOUS EXPENDITURES $    25,000 
JURISDICTIONAL REVIEW  
  Building and Safety  $   20,000 
  Fire Department $     5,000 
  Regional Planning $     5,000 
  Public Health $     5,000 
  Environmental Programs $     5,000 
  Geotechnical and Material Engineering $   10,000 

  Air Quality Management District $   10,000 
 Regional Water Board $   10,000 
  Subtotal $   70,000 
COUNTY SERVICES  
  Code Compliance and Inspections $  110,300 
  Contract Administration $    73,000 
  Project Management  $  370,000 
  Project Technical Support $     64,900 

  Consultant Contract Recovery $     76,800 

 Contingency $     70,600 
  Subtotal $   765,600 
 TOTAL $5,242,000 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This Addendum has been prepared to address potential environmental impacts associated with

proposed modifications to the previously approved Helen Keller Park Community Building Project. The

modified project now includes remediation actions and a landfill post -closure maintenance plan to

address waste at the site, and completion of the remaining park upgrades previously approved in 2011.

The main modified project components include a protective cover, waste reconsolidation, tree

replacement, completion of the remaining park upgrades, and environmental site maintenance.

As shown in the following comparison summary of environmental impacts for the modified project and

the originally approved project, and as supported by the environmental analysis presented in Section 4

of this Addendum, the modified project would not result in any new significant impacts which were not

addressed in the previously adopted Initial Study (IS)/Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND), nor would

it substantially increase the severity of previously identified significant impacts.
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Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the Lead Agency may prepare an
addendum to a previously adopted mitigated negative declaration if some changes or additions are
necessary, but none of the conditions calling for a preparation of a subsequent environmental document

have occurred. Based on the analysis in this Addendum, the impact levels associated with the modified

project do not change from those identified in the previously adopted IS/MND and do not necessitate
additional environmental review or preparation of a subsequent environmental document. Therefore
the Addendum to the previously adopted MND is the appropriate environmental documentation to meet

the requirements of CEQA.
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INTRODUCTION

This Addendum has been prepared to address potential environmental impacts associated with

proposed modifications to the previously approved Helen Keller Park Community Building Project. An

IS/MNDl for the proposed project (referred to as the previous IS/MND or MND and included as

Appendix B) prepared by the County of Los Angeles (the Lead Agency), was adopted on July 12, 2011, by

the County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors. This Addendum describes the proposed modifications

to the Helen Keller Park Community Building Project and assesses if the modifications and/or new

informarion (referred to as the modified project, as detailed in Section 2 below) that was not previously

available results in any new significant impacts or increases the severity of any significant impacts

identified in the previous IS/MND. The County of Los Angeles is the Lead Agency charged with the

responsibility of determining whether the modified project would result in new significant effects or a

substantial increase in the severity of previously identified effects or if there is significant new

information concerning new or more severe impacts which were not previously addressed in the

previous IS/MND. As part of the decision making process, the County of Los Angeles is required to

review and consider the potential environmental effects that could result from implementation of the

modified project.

1.1 Preparation of an Addendum to the Previously Adopted Mitigated Negative
Declaration

Under the CEQA statutes (Public Resources Code) Section 21166 and State CEQA Guidelines (California

Code of Regulations) Sections 15162 and 15164, a lead agency may prepare an addendum to a

previously adopted Negative Declararion or Mirigated Negative Declaration if minor changes or

additions are necessary due to project modifications, and only if none of the conditions requiring

preparation of a subsequent environmental document have occurred:

1. Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of the

previous Negative or Mitigated Negative Dectararion due to new significant environmental

effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects.

2. Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is

undertaken which will require major revisions of the previous Negative or Mitigated Negative

Declaration due to new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity

of previously identified significant effects.

3. New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have been

known at the time the previous Negative or Mitigated Negative Declaration was adopted,

becomes available and shows any of the following:

a. The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous

Negative or Mitigated Negative Declaration;

b. Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in

the previous Environmental Impact Report (EIR);

~ County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works. 201 I .Helen Keller Park Upgrades Initial Study/Mitigated
Negative Declaration (Final MND). March.
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c. Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact be
feasible and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project,

but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative; or

Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those
analyzed in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects
on the environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure
or alternative.

1.2 Evaluation of Environmental Impacts

This Addendum presents an evaluation of potential environmental impacts based on the Environmental
Checklist Form, pursuant to Section 15093 [d) (3) of the CEQA Guidelines, to compare the anticipated
environmental effects of the modified project with those disclosed in the previously approved IS/MND
and to review whether any of the conditions set forth in Section 15162 of the CEQA Guidelines requiring
preparation of a subsequent Negative or Mitigated Negative Declaration are met. A description of the
modified project is presented in Section 2. The Environmental Checklist, as presented in Section 3, was
used to review the potential environmental effects of the modified project for each of the resource areas
analyzed in the previously approved IS/MND.
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2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

2.1 Project Background

Helen Keller Park is a community park located within an unincorporated community of West Athens in

Los Angeles County next to City of Gardena and City of Los Angeles, at 1045 West 126th Street (see

Figure 1). Helen Keller Park was originally constructed in 1963, and its pool was constructed in 1971

(and later refurbished in 2007). The approximately 6.6-acre park facility currently consists of a

basketball court, lighted multipurpose ball field, swimming pool, picnic areas, demolished playgrounds,

two demolished parking lots, and a new community center currently under construction.

On July 12, 2011, the County of Los Angeles adopted a MND for a project proposed to upgrade the

recreational facilities for Helen Keller Park, which included construction of an approximately 4,500

square foot (s~ new community building, two new parking lots, two new playground facilities, and

additional park landscaping [see Figure 2). Construction of the previously approved project began in

June 2012. During construction of the project, unforeseen potentially hazardous waste debris was

encountered and construction was suspended to determine the extent of potential environmental

hazards at the site.

Subsequent environmental investigations revealed that approximately 75 percent of the park was

underlain by an old waste dump site. Figure 3 illustrates the approximate limits of waste on the project

site. Although records of the site are scarce and the dates of the dump operations are not known,

records showed that the old waste dump site existed prior to County's acquisition of the land parcels

and development of the parkin 1963. The lateral extent of waste debris is believed to generally follow

the shape of an old canyon that existed prior to landfilling activities. Environmental investigations

indicated the wastes consist of glass, brick, concrete, ceramics, asphalt, metals, plaster, drywall, tires,

plastics, and polyvinyl chloride (i.e., PVC) pipe. Decomposable materials such as organics were not

observed. Laboratory testing indicated the presence ofasbestos-containing material (ACM) and lead

concentrations that would classify the wastes/debris and/or debris-laden soils as California hazardous.

Although ACM was observed, asbestos was not detected in the soil samples tested. The total petroleum

hydrocarbon concentrations of the soil/waste samples analyzed did not exceed the screening criteria.

The County of Los Angeles and its Department of Public Health and Department of Public Works have

coordinated with the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) to determine what

efforts are needed to remediate the site and resume the construction of the previously approved project.

The County of Los Angeles Department of Public Health is the Lead Environmental Agency (or LEA)

overseeing the remediation efforts, and the LARWQCB is overseeing general Waste Discharge

Requirements (WDR). The park is currently fenced off and closed to public access. The park may

reopen in phases as remediation and construction are completed.

Helen Keller Park Community Building Project County of Los Angeles
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Source: GlobeXplorer, 2006; ESA, 2007. Figure 1
Project Location Map
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2.2 Project Components

The modified project is comprised of remediation actions and a landfill post-closure maintenance plan

to address the waste at the site, and completion of the remaining park upgrades previously approved in

the original 2011 project. The project will comply with LARWQCB's WDR, as part of construction and
post-closure maintenance. Compliance with the WDR requires an implementation of a cover that

reduces water infiltration into the underlying waste (for water quality purposes) and that reduces the
risk of users having contact with the wastes (to protect public health). Other remediation efforts that

are part of the modified project include a soil management plan and a Procedure 5 Plan in accordance

with the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Guidelines for Asbestos Site Clean-Up
Rule 1403. Post-closure maintenance efforts include monitoring groundwater quality under the park

using existing groundwater monitoring wells and monitoring methane gas levels at the new community
building and the existing pool building using vapor probes and installing a methane detection/alarm

system within the buildings.

The main modified project components include: protective cover, waste reconsolidation, tree
replacement, completion of remaining park upgrades, and environmental site maintenance. Following is

a detailed description of the modified project components:

Protective Cover

The majority of the project site (almost the entire 6.6-acre site), except for the northwest and southwest
corners, would be capped with a protective cover in order to reduce infiltration of precipitation that

could result should leaching occur, which could lead to groundwater contamination. This protective
cover (or "cap") would also serve as a protective barrier between human receptors and the wastes. The

cap would involve importing up to 5,000 cubic yards (cy) of soil to cover the waste footprint within the
park and installing a barrier. Depending on the location, the cap could consist of pavement or other

hardscape, 12 inches of soil with liner, 12 inches of soil and 12 inches of cemented treated fill or waste

with geosynthetic, or 18 inches of soil with or without fabric. Construction of the cap may increase the
existing grade on-site by approximately one to four feet depending on the type of cover and location.

Waste Reconsolidation

All wastes would be capped and not removed from the site. At some locations, wastes maybe excavated

then reconsolidated within the proposed area of the multipurpose ball field. The reconsolidated wastes
would then be covered, similar to other locations on-site. The multipurpose ball field would be

reconstructed after the waste is reconsolidated and capped. As a result of the waste reconsolidationand

capping, the elevation of the ball field would increase by approximately 3 feet.

Helen Keller Park Community Building Project County of Los Angeles
Addendum to the MND March 2014
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Tree Replacement

There are 56 trees (ten species) located in the park. Of the 56 trees 33 are California sycamore

(Platanus racemosa) ranging in maturity and size from 5-inch diameter breast-height (dbh) to a 39-inch

dbh, nine are American sweetgum (Liquidambarstyracitlua), and seven are Canary Island pine (Pinus

canariensis). The remaining seven trees are individual specimens of varying species. As shown on

Figure 4, approximately 25 trees on the project site would require removal as part of remediation

efforts. None of the trees on-site are oaks, a species protected by County ordinances. The trees removed

would be replaced at a minimum 1:1 ratio.

Remaining Park Upgrades

The remaining park upgrades associated with the previously approved project would be completed.

This consists of completing the community center, and installing two new parking lots, two new

playground facilities, and additional park landscaping.

Post-Closure Maintenance

Apost-closure maintenance program is currently being developed and will be completed once four

quarters of groundwater monitoring results are available. The program is subject to review and

approval by the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Health and LARWQCB. It is anticipated
based on the results of the completed three quarters of groundwater monitoring that the post-closure

maintenance efforts would include continued groundwater monitoring (quarterly was assumed for this

analysis as it represents a worse case situation) and periodic methane monitoring of the permanent

vapor probes and maintenance of the detection/alarm system associated with the new community

building and the existing pool building.

2.3 Construction

Construction of the protective cover/cap and implementation of other remediation efforts would occur

in one or more phases beginning in spring 2014. Construction would consist of the following activities:

■ Site Clearance and Grubbing Activities

■ Rough Grading and Demolition

■ Excavation of Trenches

■ Installation of Cap

■ Cement Treated Soil

■ Asphalt Concrete (AC) Paving

Helen Keller Park Community Building Project
Addendum to the MND
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Following is a summary of the activities associated with construction of the cover/cap:

Site Clearance and Grubbing Activities: Clearance and grubbing of the site would occur over
approximately six weeks and would include the use of the following types of equipment: dozers,
tractors, loaders, and backhoes.

Rough Grading and Demolition: Rough grading and demolition would occur over approximately six
weeks and would include the use of the following types of equipment: excavator, graders, dozers,
tractors, loaders, and backhoes.

Excavation of Trenches: The excavation of trenches would occur over approximately six weeks and
would include the use of the following types of equipment: air compressors, generator, graders, plate
compactors, pumps, forklifts, scrapers, tractors, loaders, and backhoes.

Installation of Cap: The installation of the cap would over approximately ten weeks and would include
the use of the following types of equipment: excavators, graders, dozers, tractors, loaders, and backhoes.
Construction of the cap would involve the import of up to 5,000 cy of soil, which would require 625
truck haul trips. Soil would be transported a maximum of 50 miles to the project site. Placement of

imported fill needed for the construction of the cap would be necessary to bring the site up to desired
grade.

Cement Treated Soil: The cement treated soil involves in-situ mixing of cement slurry and existing soil to
strengthen the soil. This would occur over approximately three weeks and would include the use of the
following types of equipment: excavators, graders, dozers, tractors, loaders, and backhoes.

Asphalt Concrete Paving; AC paving of the proposed parking lots would occur over approximately three
weeks and would include the use of the following types of equipment: pavers, cement mixers, rollers,
tractors, loaders, backhoes, and other paving equipment.

It is estimated that approximately 13 to 25 workers would be required for construction on a daily basis
depending on the construction activity.

Helen Keller Park Community Building Project County of Los Angeles
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3 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

The Environmental Checklist (Table 3.1) below is marked with the findings of the potential

environmental effects of the modified project in comparison with the findings of the previous IS/MND.

This comparative analysis has been undertaken, pursuant to the provisions of CEQA, to provide the

factual basis for determining whether any changes in the project, any changes in the circumstances, or

any new information since the previous IS/MND was adopted necessitate additional environmental

review or preparation of a subsequent IS/MND. The basis for each of the findings listed in the following

Environmental Checklist is detailed in Section 4, Environmental Assessment.

Table 3.1: Post-MND Environmental Checklist for Modified Pro'ect
.. ..

.. .- -. .-
-. . - -..
. •~

AESTHETICS X

AGRICULTURAL AND FORESTRY X
RESOURCES

AIR QUALITY/GREENHOUSE X
GASES

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES X

CULTURAL RESOURCES X

GEOLOGY, SOILS, AND
XSEISMICITY

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS
WASTE

X

HYDROLOGY AND WATER
QUALITY

X

LAND USE AND LAND USE X
PLANNING

MINERAL RESOURCES X

NOISE X

POPULATION AND HOUSING X

PUBLIC SERVICES X

RECREATION X

TRANSPORTATION AND
TRAFFIC

X

UTILITIES AND SERVICE X
SYSTEMS

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF
XSIGNFICANCE
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4 ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

This section provides information and analysis that explains the answers presented on Table 3.1, in
Section 3 above. The analysis below addresses each resource area evaluated in the previous IS/MND.

4.1 Aesthetics

The project would have significant aesthetic resource impacts if it would:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and
historic buildings within a state scenic highway corridor

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect daytime or nighttime
views in the area

No Substantial Change From Previous Analysis/Less Than Significant Impact. The previous
IS/MND determined that the proposed project would not significantly change the character of the
existing site as the recreational uses would remain compatible with the existing uses at the park and the
surrounding community. Further, the project site is in a highly urbanized area and would not modify or

damage scenic natural features, scenic resources, or otherwise affect scenic views. There are existing
sources of light within the park and the surrounding areas. New lighting associated with the proposed
project would incorporate latest designs to reduce glare and conform with applicable Los Angeles
County Codes, ordinances, and regulations pertaining to outdoor and indoor lighting. Additionally new

lighting would be similar to what currently occurs and would not create a new source of substantial light

and glare. Impacts on aesthetics were determined to be less than significant.

The modified project consists of remediating the landfill, including capping the majority of the site not
already covered in hardscape, constructing the remaining elements of the previously approved project,
and operation of the proposed improvements, including apost-closure maintenance program. Under
the modified project, construction activities would occur over a longer period than previously analyzed.
The visual impacts associated with construction would still be short-term in duration and confined to
the project site, which is currently screened from public view by temporary fencing. As such, temporary
visual changes associated with construction would not substantially degrade the visual quality of the
site nor affect scenic resources.

Remediation efforts would require removal of approximately 25 mature landscape trees, which is a
greater number than previously analyzed. Trees to be removed would be replaced at a minimum 1 to 1
ratio. Additionally, a minimum of 100 planned to be added to the site under the previously approved
project would also be planted on-site. At planting, the replacement trees would be smaller in size than

the existing trees to be removed, which would result in a temporary change in the visual character of the
site. Over time, the trees would increase in size creating a similar or enhanced appearance and greater

canopy cover as there would be a greater number of trees located on-site. Landscaping in addition to
that previously approved would also be installed throughout the site, and thus the visual quality of the
site would be enhanced, and not be substantially altered or degraded.

Helen Keller Park Community Building Project County of Los Angeles
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No change in use would occur under the modified project, and thus the overall visual character would
remain the same as previously analyzed. No additional lighting would occur under the modified project
beyond that which was analyzed in the previous IS/MND. Therefore, the modified project would not
result in any material difference in lighting impacts compared to those described in the previous
IS/MND.

The modified project would not involve new significant impacts or a substantial increase in previously

identified impacts to aesthetics. Additionally, there are no substantial changes to the circumstances
under which the modified project would be undertaken, and no new information of substantial
importance which was not known and could not have been known when the previous IS/MND was

adopted has since been identified which would affect the aesthetic impacts associated with the Helen
Keller Park Community Building Project. Therefore, the modified project does not meet the standards
For a subsequent IS/MND with regard to aesthetics, as provided pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section
15162.

4.2 Agricultural and Forestry Resources

The project would have significant agricultural resource impacts if it would:

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as

shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract

c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources
Code (PRC) Section 12220(g)) or timberland (as defined in PRC Section 4526), or timberland zoned
Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code section 51104(g))

d. Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use

e. Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could

result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest
use

No Impact There are no agricultural or forestry uses at or near the site. The previous IS/MND
determined that no agricultural or forestry resource impacts would occur as a result of the proposed
project.

The modified project would consist of remediating the landfill, including capping the majority of the site
not already covered in hardscape, constructing the remaining elements of the previously approved

project, and operarion of the proposed improvements, including apost-closure maintenance program.

All elements of the modified project would occur within the confines of the project site and no
agricultural or forestry uses or areas with agricultural or forestry land use designations would be

affected. Therefore, the modified project would not result in any material difference in agricultural and
forestry resource impacts compared to those described in the previous IS/MND.

The modified project would not involve new significant impacts or a substantial increase in previously

identified impacts to agricultural and forestry resources. Additionally, there are no substantial changes

to the circumstances under which the modified project would be undertaken, and no new information of

Helen Keller Park Community Building Project County of Los Angeles
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substantial importance which was not known and could not have been known when the previous

IS/MND was adopted has since been identified which would affect the agricultural and forestry

resources impacts associated with the Helen Keller Park Community Building Project. Therefore, the

modified project does not meet the standards for asubsequent IS/MND with regard to agricultural and

forestry resources, as provided pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15162.

4.3 Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases

The project would have air quality impacts if it would:

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality

violation

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project

region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard

(including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people

f~ Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact

on the environment

g) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose of

reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases

No Substantial Change From Previous Analysis/Less Than Significant Impact. The previous

IS/MND determined that implementation of the proposed project would be consistent with the SCAQMD

Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) attainment forecasts and therefore, project development would

not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of the AQMP. Further, the previous IS/MND determined

that construction-related daily emissions for the proposed project would not exceed SCAQMD/CEQA

significance thresholds and thus would be less than significant; however, implementation of Mitigation

Measure AIR-1 was recommended to further reduce potential impacts. The previous IS/MND

determined that proposed park upgrades could result in additional employees and park users, but not

by a large amount. Operational emissions resulting from this small increase in traffic trips would not

exceed regional SCAQMD/CEQA thresholds. Thus project operations would be less than significant.

Further, the project would not result in a long-term (i.e., 70 years) substantial source of toxic air

contaminants emissions related to construction activities. As such, project-related construction impacts

to sensitive receptors would be less than significant. Furthermore, implementation of Mitigation

Measure AIR-1 would further reduce potential impacts on sensitive receptors during construction

activities. It was determined that the proposed project would not create objectionable odors.

The previous IS/MND determined that proposed project would not exceed the SCAQMD draft

greenhouse gas (GHG) screening threshold for commercial/residential sources (3,000 metric tons/year

carbon dioxide equivalents [COzE] z) and would be less than significant without mitigation; however,

Z The principal GHGs are carbon dioxide (COZ), methane (CHa), nitrous oxide (NZO), sulfur hexafluoride (SF6), perfluorocarbons

(PFCs), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), and ~ti~ater vapor (H2O). COQ is the reference gas for climate change because it is the

Helen Keller Park Community Building Project County of Los Angeles
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implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-2 was recommended to further reduce potential impacts.
Further, the proposed project would not generate substantial GHGs such that it would conflict with the
State goals in Assembly Bi1132, nor would the project conflict with an applicable GHG reduction plan,

policy or regulation.

No significant air quality and greenhouse gas impacts were identified in the previous IS/MND; however,

implementation of Mitigation Measures AIR-1 and AIR-2 were recommended.

The modified project would consist of remediating the landfill, including capping the majority of the site
not already covered in hardscape, constructing the remaining elements of the previously approved
project, and operation of the proposed improvements, including apost-closure maintenance program.
The California Emissions Estimator Model (CaIEEMod) air quality modeling tool was used to estimate
emissions generated from construction activities [such as operation ofoff-road construction equipment
emissions, and paving) and vehicle trips (worker trips, haul trips, and vendor trips) during construction
of all components (including the modified project's new components and those that were previously
approved). Detailed assumptions and calculations for estimating purposes are attached to this
Addendum (see Appendix A). The following assumptions were input into the model:

■ CaIEEMod defaults were used for the number and type of construction equipment and the
number of construction workers necessary.

■ Los Angeles County (South Coast Air Basin) was selected as the project location.

■ The construction footprint was approximately 6.6 acres.

■ Construction schedule was assumed to occur in one phase over a period of eight months.3

■ The maximum hauling distance for imported fill was determined to be 50 miles.

Table 4.1 presents the estimated m~imum daily construction emissions anticipated to be generated by
the modified project. As shown, the modified project would not exceed CEQA significance thresholds
during construction.

Table 4.1: Summary of Estimated Maximum Daily Construction
Emissions

-. . . . ,
Maximum Daily Emissions 7.38 74.93 48.89 0.07 10.39 6.82

CEQA Significance
Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55

Significant Impact? No No No No No No

Notes: ROG = Reactive Organic Gases; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOZ = sulfur dioxide; PM,o =
particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 10 micrometers; and, PMZ.S= particulate matter with
an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 2.5 micrometers.

The only likely change in operational emissions from those analyzed in the previous IS/MND associated
with the modified project would involve potential traffic trips associated with the post-closure

predominant greenhouse gas emitted. To account for the varying warming potential of different GHGs, greenhouse gas
emissions are oven quantified and reported as COz equivalents (CO,E). Large emission sources are reported in million metric
tons of CO,G (MMTCOzE).

3 The assumption of one phase of construction represents a "worst-case" scenario. Should construction occur in multiple phases.
maximum daily emissions would be the same or less than ~~ould occur during a single construction phase.
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maintenance program. This is anticipated to involve one vehicle roundtrip occurring at periodic

intervals throughout the year (i.e., not likely to occur greater than once per quarter on average). This
potential increase of one periodic vehicle roundtrip would not result in an appreciable increase in
operational air emissions from those analyzed in the previous IS/MND. Therefore, construction and

operational air emissions associated with the modified project would be less than CEQA significance

thresholds and therefore less than significant. Further, the modified project would not conflict with the

AQMP or generate any objectionable odors beyond those analyzed in the previous IS/MND.

The CaIEEMod air quality modeling tool was also used to estimate GHG emissions associated with

construction of the modified project. For the modified project, the worst-case annual emissions

associated with construction were estimated to be approximately 12 metric tons per year CO2e after

amortization over 30 years per SCAQMD methodology. This is the same as estimated for construction

under the previous IS/MND. As with operational air emissions described above, no appreciable

difference in operational GHG emissions from those analyzed in the previous [S/MND are expected.

Therefore, there is no change to the previous analysis and conclusion that GHG emissions would be less
than significant.

As described above, the modified project would not result in any material difference in air quality and

greenhouse gas impacts compared to those described in the previous IS/MND.

The modified project would not involve new significant impacts or a substantial increase in previously

identified impacts to air quality and greenhouse gases. Additionally, there are no substantial changes to

the circumstances under which the modified project would be undertaken, and no new information of

substantial importance which was not known and could not have been known when the previous

IS/MND was adopted has since been identified which would affect air quality and greenhouse gases
impacts associated with the Helen Keller Park Community Building Project. Therefore, the modified

project does not meet the standards for a subsequent IS/MND with regard to air quality and greenhouse
gases, as provided pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15162.
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4.4 Biological Resources

The project would have significant biological resource impacts if it would:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species

identified as a candidate, sensitive, orspecial-status species in local or regional plans, policies, or

regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of

native wildlife nursery sites

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance

f~ Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan

No Substantial Change From Previous Analysis/Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation

Incorporated. The previous IS/MND determined that given the amount of disturbance that has already
occurred and continues to occur due to recreational activities at the site, the lack of suitable habitat at

the site and within its vicinity, and the current amount of human activity on-site and in the vicinity, it is
unlikely that any special status species would inhabit the project site. Additionally, the site is not
included or near any habitat conservation planning area, and there is no riparian or other sensirive

habitat located on-site or vicinity. Under the previously approved project, three mature trees were to be
removed. The previous IS/MND determined that there are no oak trees on-site and thus tree removal

would not conflict with any applicable ordinance protection biological resources. The previous IS/MND
further determined that raptor and bat nesting and foraging would likely not occur on-site due to the
urbanized character of the area, the existing human activity at the site, and the fact that raptors and bats
generally require sufficient open space areas for these purposes. However, the trees could be used for
nesting birds. If construction activities were to cause the direct mortality or indirectly affect non-status
nesting migratory birds, this would be a violation of the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act and result in a

potentially significant impact. The previous IS/MND identified a mitigation measure requiring a nesting

survey and protective actions should an active nest be identified. With implementation of mitigation,

potential impacts were determined to be less than significant. No other significant impacts to biological

resources were identified.

The modified project would consist of remediating the landfill, including capping the majority of the site

not already covered in hardscape, constructing the remaining elements of the previously approved
project, and operation of the proposed improvements, including apost-closure maintenance program.

The capping would require replacement of approximately 25 of the 56 trees located on-site. As
described in the previous IS/MND, there are no oak trees on-site and thus no conflict with the Los
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Angeles County tree ordinance would occur. Approximately 33 trees located on-site are California

sycamores (Platanus racemosa), most of which are relatively mature.3 The other trees on-site consist of
ornamental tree varieties. The California sycamores are not protected under the Los Angeles County
tree ordinance and do not constitute a sensitive habitat. The trees are spaced throughout the site and do
not form a dense canopy, this along with the lack of riparian habitat in the vicinity, make it unlikely that
bats would roost in the trees, as determined in the previous IS/MND, and thus removal of the California
sycamores would not have a significant impact on a sensitive species. As determined in the previous
IS/MND, nesting birds could be directly or indirectly impacted by tree removal, which is a potentially

significant impact. The mitigation measure in the previous IS/MND pertaining to nesting birds
(Mitigation Measure B10-1), which has been refined for clarity of implementation (see Section 5.2 of this
Addendum for description of Mitigation Measure BIO-1), would reduce this impact to less than

significant Therefore, the modified project with implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would not
result in any material difference in biological resources impacts compared to those described in the
previous IS/MND.

The modified project would not involve new significant impacts or a substantial increase in previously
identified impacts to biological resources. Additionally, there are no substantial changes to the

circumstances under which the modified project would be undertaken, and no new information of

substanrial importance which was not known and could not have been known when the previous
[S/MND was adopted has since been identified which would affect the biological resource impacts

associated with the Helen Keller Park Community Building Project. Therefore, the modified project does
not meet the standards for a subsequent IS/MND with regard to biological resources, as provided

pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15162.

4.5 Cultural Resources

The project would have significant impacts if it would:

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in
§15064.5

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a unique archaeological resource pursuant
to §15064.5

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature

No Substantial Change From Previous Analysis/Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation

Incorporated. The previous IS/MND determined that the project site's facilities are not considered
historic or a historic resource and therefore, the proposed redevelopment of Helen Keller Park would

not cause a substantial change to a known historic resource. The previous IS/MND further determined
that there were no known archaeological, paleontological, or unique geological features located on-site
or within the surrounding area, and thus the potential for uncovering buried unknown archaeological

resources, paleontological resources, or human remains is low. The previous IS/MND identified two
mitigation measures (Mitigation Measures CUL-1 and CUL-2) to apply to the unlikely event that

unidentified cultural resources are discovered during project construction to ensure that impacts would
remain less than significant.

3 Seven Elk Ranch Design Inc. 2013. Draft Tree Evaluation for Helen Keller Park. November 1.
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The modified project would consist of remediating the landfill, including capping the majority of the site
not already covered in hardscape, constructing the remaining elements of the previously approved
project, and operation of the proposed improvements, including apost-closure maintenance program.
This modified project would occur within the same development footprint analyzed in the previous
IS/MND, and thus would not affect any historical resources. Likewise, the likelihood for uncovering
buried cultural resources would remain low. The amount of ground disturbance, including excavation of
portions of the site would increase under the modified project for remediation activities, consolidation
of wastes, and capping. However, it is expected that ground disturbance would only occur on soils that
have previously been disturbed (i.e., landfill materials) and thus the potential for disturbing intact
archeological or paleontological resources is very low. However, should any such resources be
uncovered, the Mitigation Measures CUL-1 and CUL-2 identified in the previous IS/MND, which have
been refined for clarity of implementation (see Section 5.3 of this Addendum for description of
Mitigation Measures CUL-1 and CUL-2), would be implemented and thus impacts would continue to
remain less than significant. Therefore, the modified project would not result in any material difference
in cultural resources impacts compared to those described in the previous IS/MND.

The modified project would not involve new significant impacts or a substantial increase in previously

identified impacts on cultural resources. Additionally, there are no substantial changes to the
circumstances under which the modified project would be undertaken, and no new information of
substantial importance which was not known and could not have been known when the previous
IS/MND was adopted has since been identified which would affect the cultural resources associated with
the Helen Keller Park Community Building Project. Therefore, the modified project does not meet the

standards for a subsequent IS/MND with regard to cultural resources, as provided pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines, Section 15162.
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4.6 Geology, Soils, and Seismicity

The project would have significant geology, soils, and seismicity impacts if it would:

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss,
injury, or death involving:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on
other substantial evidence of a known fault? (Refer to Division of Mines and Geology
Special Publication 42.)

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction

iv) Landslides

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil

c) Be located on geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result
of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction, or collapse

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994),
creating substantial risks to life or property

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative
wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater

No Substantial Change From Previous Analysis/Less Than Significant Impact. With
implementation of all geotechnical recommendations identified in the project-specific geotechnical

report, as well as adherence to the State of California Uniform Building Code (UBC), the proposed project

would not expose on-site employees and visitors, or additional structures to substantial new adverse
risks associated with rupture of a known earthquake fault, strong seismic ground shaking, liquefaction,
or landslides. Further, the proposed project would not result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of

topsoil, nor would it be located on geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable

as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction, or collapse. The previous IS/MND determined that the proposed parking lot is underlain

by deep undocumented fill of over 15 feet and with the implementation of all geotechnical

recommendations identified in the project-specific geotechnical report and adherence to the UBC, the
proposed project would not result in significant impacts associated with expansive soils. Project
construction would not include the installation of septic systems or other wastewater disposal systems.

The previous IS/MND determined that no significant impacts on geology, soils, and seismicity would
occur.

The modified project would not involve new construction or structural modification that could affect the

seismic integrity of the existing buildings on-site. The modified project would involve remediation of

the landfill, including import of new soils for capping and reconsolidation of portions of the landfill

wastes at one location on-site (the multipurpose ball field). All earthwork and site engineering

associated with remediation, reconsolidation, and capping would comply with recommendations

contained insite-specific geotechnical reports and applicable grading codes and regulations intended to

limit the probability of occurrence and the severity of consequences from potential hazards related to

Helen Keller Park Community Building Project County of Los Angeles
Addendum to the MND March 2014

23



geology or soils, including seismic risk. Operation of the proposed improvements, including a post-

closure maintenance program, would not affect the seismic integrity of the site nor otherwise result in

geology, soils, or seismicity impacts. Therefore, the modified project would not result in any material

difference in geology, soils, and seismicity impacts compared to those described in the IS/MND.

The modified project would not involve new significant impacts or a substantial increase in previously

identified impacts relative to geology, soils, and seismicity. Additionally, there are no substantial

changes to the circumstances under which the modified project would be undertaken, and no new

information of substantial importance which was not known and could not have been known when the

previous [S/MND was adopted has since been identified which would affect the geology, soils, and

seismicity impacts associated with the Helen Keller Park Community Building Project. Therefore, the

modified project does not meet the standards for a subsequent IS/MND with regard to geology, soils,

and seismicity, as provided pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15162.

4.7 Hazard and Hazardous Materials

The project would have significant hazards and hazardous materials impacts if the project would:

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport,
use, or disposal of hazardous materials

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the
environment

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances,
or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant
hazard to the public or the environment

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in
a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area

~ For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the project area

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan
or emergency evacuation plan

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires,
including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed
with wildlands

i) Be located on a site where the property line is less that the following distance from the edge of a
respective power line easement:

i) 100 feet from a 50-133 kV line; or,

ii) 150 feet from a 220-230 kV line; or,

iii) 350 feet from a 500-550 kV line
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No Substantial Change From Previous Analysis/Less Phan Significant Impact. The previous

IS/MND determined that proposed project would not involve the use of hazardous materials, acutely

hazardous materials, substances, or wastes in sufficient quantities during construction and operation to

pose a hazard to construction workers or park visitors. Additionally, the previous IS/MND determined

that there are no known occurrences related to hazardous waste or material storage, or related

activiries resulting in waste generation or storage on-site. Thus, it was determined that project

construction and operation would not expose people to hazardous material or waste currently existing

on-site. There are no schools located within 0.25 mile of the project site. Further, the proposed project

would not affect air traffic patterns, or result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the

project area relative to airports or airstrips, nor would the project expose people to a significant impact

relatives to dangers associated with wildfires or electric and magnetic field (EMF) exposure. Thus,

impacts associated with hazards and toxic waste was determined to be less than significant.

During construction of the previously approved project, it was revealed a portion of the park was

underlain by an old waste dump site. In response to the discovering of the landfill on-site, construction

acriviries were halted and several invesrigations have been conducted to determine the extent of the
landfill, evaluate debris types and chemical characteristics, and evaluate whether the soil on-site poses a

health threat. The County of Los Angeles has coordinated with LARWQCB and County of Los Angeles

Department of Public Health to determine what efforts are needed to remediate the site. The County

submitted an Applicarion for Waste Discharge Form 200 to the Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB). On November 30, 2012, the RWQCB enrolled the site into General Order No. R4-2002-022,

which includes WDR for the site. To comply with WDR, a site specific waste cover would be installed,

which is designed to reduce water infiltration into the wastes (for water quality purposes) and to reduce

the risk of contact of the wastes with the park users (to protect public health) as part of construction

and post-closure maintenance of the project site.

The debris encountered at the site during construction activities and subsequent site investigations

includes glass, brick, concrete, metal sheets, metal pipes, ceramic tile, asphalt, porcelain, water tanks,

plaster, drywall, and plastics, tires, asphalt, concrete, rebar, metal pieces, and polyvinyl chloride pipe.

Decomposable materials such as organics were not observed. Laboratory testing indicated the presence

of ACM and lead concentrations that would classify the wastes/debris and/or debris-laden soils as

California hazardous. Although ACM was observed, asbestos was not detected in the soil samples tested.

The total petroleum hydrocarbon concentrations of the soil/waste samples analyzed did not exceed the

screening criteria. The volarile organic compounds (VOCs) concentrations of soil waste samples

analyzed were less than their respective regulatory screening criteria with the exception of one sample

from a depth of 5.5 feet below ground surface (bgs) containing trichloroethylene at a concentration of

680 micrograms per kilogram. Concentrations of semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs) in soil

waste samples were below the established screening criteria. Several metals (cadmium, cobalt,
chromium, copper, lead, and nickel) were detected in soil waste samples at concentrations exceeding

established regulatory screening criteria. These concentrations were relatively consistent with the site

being a former waste disposal facility. Soil waste samples indicate elevated lead concentrations ranging

up to 450 milligrams per kilogram at 0.5 feet bgs. The human health screening evaluation indicated

potential exposure to the lead concentrations detected in the surface samples represented an acceptable
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health risk4 Further, the protective site cover would minimize exposure of lead impacted soils as well

as other contaminants to park visitors.

A methane gas survey was conducted to evaluate if the buried debris is producing methane, and
determine if methane mitigation is required.s The evaluation determined that the buried debris
contains primarily inert construction debris with very little, if any, methane producing organic material,

i.e., fills containing rubbish with no other decomposable material. The survey showed that current
methane levels do not pose a safety or health hazard at the site. However, because the methane survey
testing did not cover every area of the buried soil debris at the site, it is possible that methane producing

organic material maybe present at the site in an area that has not been investigated. Therefore, vapor

probes for methane concentrations will be installed as an element of the modified project at the new
community building and existing pool building and a methane detection/alarm system would be
installed within the buildings. These probes will be monitored periodically as part of the on-going post-
closure maintenance program to ensure that methane levels do not exceed acceptable levels.

Four groundwater monitoring wells were installed on-site in June 2013. Depth to groundwater ranges
from approximately 142 to 162 feet bgs and it is estimated that there is approximately 100 to 130 feet of

soils/formation separating the base of the wastes from groundwater.b Initial testing in June 2013
showed metal concentrations in the groundwater samples were at concentrations below the established
screening criteria. [n September 2013, antimony and chromium were detected in groundwater samples

from the upgradient wells at concentrations above established screening criteria. Carbon disulfide was

detected slightly above established screening criteria in upgradient groundwater monitoring wells in
September 2013. However, its presence is likely attributed to the regional setring and not associated
with the landfill.'

During construction activities, there is the potential for construction workers to be exposed to
contaminants associated with the landfill. However, this potential will be minimized by adherence with

applicable regulations and project-specific protocols. A Soil Management Plan (SMP)g has been prepared
to summarize the protocols for excavation, temporary stockpiling, storage, handling, and
reconsolidation/re-use of soil and debris laden materials generated during construction activities within

the project site. Site grading activities and management of impacted debris must conform with

applicable local, state, and/or federal regulations and will also be conducted in accordance with the SMP

and other project plans. The SMP identifies precautions and procedures that will be implemented
during any activities that have the potential to disturb the subsurface debris and fill materials. These

precautions include:9

4 Ninyo &Moore. 2013. Updated Waste Cover Alternatives Helen Keller Community Park 1045 West 126th Street
Los Angeles County, California 90044 Contract No. Pw 13596. Prepared for County of Los Angeles, Department of
Public Works. December 16.
5 Ninyo &Moore. 2012. Methane Gas Survey Report Helen Keller Community Park 1045 West 126th Street Los
Angeles County, California 90044 Contract No. Pw 13551. Prepared for County of Los Angeles, Department of
Public Works. September 18.
6 Ninyo &Moore. 2013. Updated Waste Cover Alternatives Helen Keller Community Park 1045 West 126th Street
Los Angeles County, California 90044 Contract No. Pw 13596. Prepared for County of Los Angeles, Department of
Public Works. December 16.
Ibid

$ Ninyo &Moore. 2013. Revised Soil Management Plan Helen Keller Community Park 1045 West 126th Street Los
Angeles County, California 90044 Contract No. Pw 13551. Prepared for County of Los Angeles, Department of
Public Works. September 11.
9 Ibid
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Each company performing work on the site must possess a comprehensive site-specific Health

and Safety Plan (HSP) prepared in accordance with California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 8,

Section 5192 and 29 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 1910.120. The plan will provide

policies, information, requirements, and guidelines to be followed while conducting excavation

activities, temporary stockpiling/storage, reuse and handling. Prior to site mobilization, the

construction contractor shall provide their HSP to a County assigned Health and Safety Manager

for review and approval.

■ On-site workers who perform any activities that require contact with or potential exposure to

hazardous wastes must possess current Occupational Safety &Health Administration (OSHA)

40-hour hazardous waste operations and emergency response (HAZWOPER) training in

accordance with CCR, Title 8, Section 5192 and 29 CFR 1910.120.

■ On-site workers who perform any activities that require contact with or potential exposure to

ACMs must possess proof that they have been adequately trained in accordance with CCR Title

8, Section 1529 for certification as an Asbestos Worker or Supervisor.

■ Workers who will perform any activities that require contact with or potential exposure to

ACMs will maintain a current medical examination in accordance with CCR Title 8, Section 1529

and a current respirator fit test in accordance with 29 CFR 1910.134.

■ Potential health risks due to exposure to landfill materials during construction is low for the

workers and the public. In addition, the site will be monitored by qualified professionals to

ensure that such risks are minimized. Earthmoving activities conducted where ACMs are

present must be conducted under a SCAQMD approved Procedure 5 Work Plan and in

compliance with Rule 1150.

■ Earthmoving activities conducted where VOCs may be present must be conducted under a

SCAQMD Rule 1166 plan. The Rule 1166 site monitor will conduct VOC monitoring of soils and

material excavated from the active work area.

■ Earthmoving activities conducted at the site must be conducted under SCAQMD Rules 402 and

403, which includes conducting real-time air monitoring as needed to ensure workers' safety

during earth-moving activities and to prevent unacceptable off-site dust emissions and site

perimeter air monitoring conducted as needed to monitor off-site migration of dust. If

engineering controls are not capable of sustaining acceptable dust levels at the site perimeter,

instrument readings will be used to justify work stoppage until site conditions improve.

Earthmoving activities conducted where elevated lead concentrations are present must be

conducted under a Lead Compliance Plan in accordance with the Lead Exposure in Construction

Standard, 29 CFR 1926.62 and CCR, Title 22, Section 1532.1.

Hazardous materials disposed off-site must be transported under a hazardous materials

transportation plan in accordance with the Transportation Safety Act, Hazardous Material

Transportation Act, Title 49 CFR Parts 106,107, and 171-179.

■ Should excavations greater than 4 feet require personnel entry for any reason a Competent

Person in accordance with CCR, Title 8, Section 1541 will evaluate the potential hazards

associated with the entry including atmospheric hazards, prior to entry.
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Should the park be opened in phases prior to completion of the remediation activities, with adherence to
precautions and procedures identified in the SMP and protocols and regulations regardinghandlingand
remediating hazardous materials (including air quality monitoring), the construction of the modified
project would not result in any new significant impacts associated with potential release of hazardous
materials into the environment.

Implementation of the proposed cap and along-term inspection and maintenance plan to conduct
necessary inspections and repairs would ensure there is a barrier between human receptors and the
wastes and prevent impacts to water quality and public health and safety. It would thereby provide a
benefitby eliminatingan existingpotential hazard to the public or the environment associated with
possible release of hazardous materials into the environment and no signiFicant impacts associated with
operation of the modified project would occur.

The modified projectwould continue to be subject to federal, state, and local health and safety
requirements pertaining to hazards and hazardous materials, including storage and use of hazardous
materials. Additionally, the modified project would not affect air traffic patterns, or result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the project area relative to airports or airstrips, nor would it
expose people to a significant impact relatives to dangers associated with wildfires or EMF exposure.

The modified project would not result in any material difference in hazards and hazardous materials
impacts compared to those described in the previous IS/MND.

The modified project would not involve new significant impacts or a substantial increase in previously
identified impacts relative to hazards and hazardous materials. Additionally, there are no substantial
changes to the circumstances under which the modified project would be undertaken, and no new
information of substantial importance which was not known and could not have been known when the
previous IS/MND was adopted has since been identified which would affect the analyses of hazards and
hazardous materials associated with the Helen Keller Park Community Building Project. Therefore, the
modified project does not meet the standards for asubsequent IS/MN D with regard to hazards and
hazardous materials, as provided pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15162.
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4.8 Hydrology and Water Quality

The project would have significant impacts on hydrology and water quality if it would:

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements (i.e., WDR)

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge

such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater

table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would

not support exisring land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration

of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation

on-site or off-site

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration

of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a

manner which would result in flooding on-site or off-site

e) Create or contribute runoff water, which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm

water drainage systems, or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff

f~ Otherwise substantially degrade water quality

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary

or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures, which would impede or redirect flood flows

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding,

including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow

No Substantial Change Erom Previous Analysis/Less Than Significant Impact. The previous

IS/MND determined that with compliance with applicable rules and regulations, (i.e., obtaining a

Statewide General Construction National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit, a notice of

intent filed with the State Regional Water Quality Control Board, preparation of a Storm Water Pollution

Prevention Plan [SWPPP] with appropriate Best Management Pracrices [BMPs] to prevent non-point

source pollutants from leaving the project site) would ensure that the no violations of water quality

standards or WDRs would occur. Additionally, the proposed project would not create or contribute

runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or

provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. The impervious surface area at the project site

would increase a small percentage due to the addition of the new community building; however, the

increase would not result in significant impacts. Further, the proposed project would not result in large-

scale topographic changes or other changes that would affect the drainage pattern of the site or

surrounding area or increase risk of flooding or substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site. The

previous IS/MND concluded that the project would not result in a significant impact relative to

hydrology and water quality.
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The modified project consists of remediating the landfill, including capping the majority of the site not

already covered in hardscape, constructing the remaining elements of the previously approved project,

and operation of the proposed improvements, including apost-closure maintenance program. The

modified project would continue to be subject to rules and regulations regarding water quality and

waste discharges, including the SWPPP and implementation of BMPs. During construction, BMPs would

include protecting temporary stockpiles from erosion and storm water run-on and runoff. The BMPs

include, but are not limited to: erosion control, storm water drainage control, secondary containment

(as applicable), fugitive emission control of dust and/or vapors, wind dispersion control, spill

prevention, and additional BMPs specified in the SWPPP.

Further, the construction contractor will ensure that water draining from excavated soils/materials will

not be allowed to flow into any existing drainage systems or onto the ground surface unless the surface

is protected with a high density polyethylene liner. Water draining from excavated soils/materials, and

water generated from spraying for dust suppression, will be controlled in a manner consistent with the

SWPPP. Surface water runoff will be handled according to the SWPPP and other pertinent statutes and

regulations and therefore no new impacts associated with water quality would occur under the modified

project.

Since construction of the previously approved project was halted, almost a year's worth of groundwater

monitoring has occurred at the site. To date, the results of the groundwater monitoring has determined

that the landfill at the site is not leaching into the groundwater.l~ As part of the modified project, the

proposed cap, which would cover most of the previous areas of the site, would be designed as a

protective barrier and to minimize infiltration to reduce the potential leaching and migration of the

subsurface waste constituents to prevent possible future water quality impacts. Therefore, a greater

change in the amount of impervious surface area would occur than previously analyzed. A drainage

conveyance system (i.e., swales or collector pipes) would be installed on-site to direct surface water into

the municipal storm drain. Under the modified project, subgrade surfaces (i.e., compacted fill or paved

surfaces below playground surfacing or pervious pavement such as decomposed granite) would be

sloped to drain towards drainage into the conveyance systems. This increase in runoff is expected to be

accommodated by the existing municipal storm drain within the surrounding streets. With

implementation of the stormwater conveyance system, no substantial alterations to the drainage
pattern of the site that could substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner

which would result in flooding, erosion, or siltation on-site or off-site would occur.

As discussed in greater detail above, under Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the proposed cap would

serve to minimize the potential contact of surface runoff with waste constituents and thus would not

provide a substantial additional source of polluted runoff. This increase in impervious surface area

would result in a decrease in the amount of infiltration occurring; however, it would not substantially

deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge because the size of

the site is small (around 4 acres of new impervious surface area). Further, it would substantially reduce

the possibility of contaminants being leached from the site into the groundwater, thereby providing a
water quality benefit. Therefore no new significant impacts would occur and the modified project would

not result in any material difference in hydrology and water quality impacts compared to those

described in the previous IS/MND.

10 Ninyo &Moore. 2013. Third Quarter 2013 Groundwater Monitoring Report Helen Keller Community Park 1045
West 126th Street Los Angeles County, California 90044 Contract No. Pw 13596. Prepared for County of Los
Angeles, Department of Public Works. October 15.
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The modified project would not involve new significant impacts or a substantial increase in previously

identified impacts relative to hydrology and water quality. Additionally, there are no substanrial

changes to the circumstances under which the modified project would be undertaken, and no new

information of substantial importance which was not known and could not have been known when the

previous [S/MND was adopted has since been identified which would affect the impacts relative to

hydrology and water quality associated with the Helen Keller Park Community Building Project

Therefore, the modified project does not meet the standards for a subsequent IS/MND with regard to

hydrology and water quality, as provided pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15162.

4.9 Land Use and Land Use Planning

The project would have significant impacts on land use if it would:

a) Physically divide an established community

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over

the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or

zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan

No Substantial Change From Previous Analysis/Less Than Significant Impact. The previous

[S/MND concluded that the project would occur within the confines of the existing park and would not

divide an established community, nor would if conflict with an applicable habitat conservation plan or

natural community conservation plan. The previous IS/MND further determined that the proposed

project would not conflict with the goals and policies of the applicable land use plan, the West

Athens/Westmont Community Plan (Community Plan), and the project would conform to the zoning and

land use designation for the site by maintaining its land use as a park. Therefore, it was determined that

no significant land use and land use planning impacts would occur.

The modified project consists of remediating the landfill, including capping the majority of the site not

already covered in hardscape, constructing the remaining elements of the previously approved project,

and operation of the proposed improvements, including apost-closure maintenance program. It would

occur on the same footprint considered in the previous IS/MND. The modified project would not alter

the use of the site as a recreational facility, or otherwise create an inconsistency with the existing land

use designations and zoning classifications. As such, land use and land use planning impacts associated

with the modified project would not be any greater than those already detailed in the previous IS/MND.

The modified project would not result in any material difference in land use and land use planning

impacts compared to those described in the previous IS/MND.

The modified project would not involve new significant impacts or a substantial increase in previously

identified impacts on land use and land use planning. Additionally, there are no substantial changes to

the circumstances under which the modified project would be undertaken, and no new informarion of

substantial importance which was not known and could not have been known when the previous

IS/MND was adopted has since been identified which would affect the land use and land use planning

associated with the Helen Keller Park Community Building Project. Therefore, the modified project does

not meet the standards for a subsequent IS/MND with regard to land use and land use planning, as

provided pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15162.
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4.10 Mineral Resources

The project would have significant impacts on mineral resources if it would:

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region
and the residents of the state

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site delineated on
a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan

No Substantial Change From Previous Analysis/Less Than Significant Impact. The previous
IS/MND determined that the project site is not located in a Mineral Resource Zone and the proposed
project would not have an adverse effect on mineral resources. Therefore, mineral resource impacts
would be less than significant.

The modified project consists of remediating the landfill, including capping the majority of the site not
already covered in hardscape, constructing the remaining elements of the previously approved project,
and operation of the proposed improvements, including apost-closure maintenance program. It would
occur on the same footprint considered in the previous IS/MIYD. As such, the modified project would
not result in any material difference in mineral resources impacts compared to those described in the
previous IS/MND.

The modified project would not involve new significant impacts or a substantial increase in previously
identified impacts on mineral resources. Additionally, there are no substanrial changes to the
circumstances under which the modified project would be undertaken, and no new information of
substantial importance which was not known and could not have been known when the previous
IS/MND was adopted has since been identified which would affect mineral resources individually or
cumulatively associated with the Helen Keller Park Community Building Project. Therefore, the
modified project does not meet the standards for a subsequent IS/MIND with regard to mineral
resources, as provided pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15162.
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4.11 Noise

The project would have significant noise impacts if it would:

a) Result in exposure of persons to, or generation of, noise levels in excess of standards established in

the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies

b) Result in exposure of persons to, or generation of, excessive groundborne vibration or

groundborne noise levels

c) Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above

levels existing without the project

d) Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity

above levels existing without the project

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan area, or, where such a plan has not been

adopted, in an area within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project

expose people residing or working in the area to excessive noise levels

f~ For a project located in the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people residing or

working in the project area to excessive noise levels

No Substantial Change From Previous Analysis/Less Than Significant Impact The previous

IS/MND determined that average noise levels associated with the use of heavy equipment at

construction sites can range from about 78 to 86 A-weighted decibels (dBA) at approximately 50 feet,

which would result in temporary increases in noise in the immediate vicinity of the construction site. As

construction noise levels at adjacent sensitive locations would be much lower the majority of the time

given reduced construction activity and the phasing of construction (i.e., construction noise levels at a

given location would be reduced as construction activities conclude or move to another more distant

location from the site) and due to the short-term construction period, the previous IS/MND determined

that, the nearby residences would not be impacted significantly by the noise resulting from construction.

No other sensitive receptors were identified that could be impacted by the construction noise. As a

result, construction noise impacts were determined to be less than significant.

Further, the previous IS/MND determined that the proposed project would not result in a permanent

increase in ambient noise in the site vicinity above those occurring without the project, nor would it be

expected to exceed the County General Plan Noise Element compatibility criterion of 55 dBA community

noise equivalent level (CNEL) at the property line of sensitive land uses. Additionally, it was determined

that project construction and operation would not generate significant levels of ground-borne vibration

or ground-borne noise and that the proposed project would not expose people working or residing in

the project area to excessive noise levels associated with a public or private airport/airstrip. As such, no

significant noise impacts were identified.

The modified project includes construction activities that were not previously analyzed, including

increased earthwork associated with remediation and waste consolidation activities, import of clean fill,

and installation of the cap. However, the noise levels associated with the use of heavy equipment during

these construction activities would be the same as assumed in the previous IS/MND (78 to 86 dBA at

approximately 50 feet). Further, construction would continue to be a temporary activity and would

comply with the County of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance, including avoiding construction activities
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between the hours of 7:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. Operation of the modified project would include the same
activities assumed in the previous analysis and the implementation of apost-closure maintenance
program. The on-going maintenance program could involve a small periodic increase in the number of
vehicles on-site throughout the year (i.e., not likely to occur greater than once per quarter on average).
This would be periodic and temporary and would not result in a substantial increase in ambient noise
levels. Therefore, the modified project would not result in any material difference in noise impacts
compared to those described in the previous IS/MND.

The modified project would not involve new significant impacts or a substantial increase in previously
identified impacts relative to noise. Additionally, there are no substantial changes to the circumstances
under which the modified project would be undertaken, and no new information of substantial
importance which was not known and could not have been known when the previous [S/MND was
adopted has since been identified which would affect the noise impacts associated with the Helen Keller
Park Community Building Project. Therefore, the modified project does not meet the standards for a
subsequent IS/MND with regard to noise, as provided pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15162.

4.12 Population and Housing

The project would have significant population and housing impacts if it would:

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing units, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing

elsewhere

No Substantial Change From Previous Analysis/Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed
project is located at an existing park and does not have a residential component The previous IS/MND
determined that the project would not affect dwelling units or nor directly or indirectly induce
population growth. Therefore impacts would be less than significant.

The modified project consists of remediating the landfill, including capping the majority of the site not
already covered in hardscape, constructing the remaining elements of the previously approved project,
and operation of the proposed improvements, including apost-closure maintenance program. It would
occur on the same footprint considered in the previous [S/MND and would not alter the use of the site as
a recreational facility or other affect dwelling units or introduce new population to the area directly or
indirectly. Therefore, the modified project would not result in any material difference in population and
housing impacts compared to those described in the previous IS/MND.

The modified project would not involve new significant impacts or a substantial increase in previously
identified impacts relative to population and housing. Additionally, there are no substantial changes to
the circumstances under which the modified project would be undertaken, and no new information of
substantial importance which was not known and could not have been known when the previous
IS/MND was adopted has since been identified which would affect the analyses of population and
housing associated with the Helen Keller Park Community Building Project. Therefore, the modified
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project does not meet the standards for a subsequent IS/MND with regard to population and housing, as

provided pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15162.

4.13 Public Services

The project would have significant impacts on public services if it would:

a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of, or the need
for, new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response
times, or other performance objectives for any of the following public services:

i) Fire protection

ii) Police protection

iii) Schools

iv) Parks

v) Other public facilities

No Substantial Change From Previous Analysis/Less Than Signif cant Impact. With project

implementation, the previous IS/MND determined that the demand for fire and polices services and

protection is not anticipated to increase significantly as the land use would not change. Additionally,

site access would be maintained and the proposed project would comply with all Building and Fire Code

standards regulations related to fire protection and emergency access. The proposed project does not

contain a residential component and thus would not induce substantial population growth in the area.

Therefore, the previous IS/MND determined that proposed project would not cause the need for any

new or physically impact schools, recreational facilities, or other public facilities due to residential

growth. The previous IS/MND determined that the proposed project would have a less than significant

impact on public services.

The modified project consists of remediating the landfill, including capping the majority of the site not

already covered in hardscape, constructing the remaining elements of the previously approved project,

and operation of the proposed improvements, including apost-closure maintenance program. Under

the modified project, the project site would continue to be served by existing police protection and fire

services. The modified project is not expected to require any additional police protection and fire

services than assumed under the previous IS/MND. Further, it does not involve any changes to site

access or the development of housing units that would increase the residential population in the area.

Thus, the demand for public services, including emergency services (i.e., fire protection and law

enforcement) or schools and other public facilities, would not be increased by the modified project.

Thus, the modified project would not result in any material difference in public services impacts

compared to those described in the previous IS/MND.

The modified project would not involve new significant impacts or a substantial increase in previously

identified impacts on public services. Additionally, there are no substantial changes to the

circumstances under which the modified project would be undertaken, and no new information of

substantial importance which was not known and could not have been known when the previous

IS/MND was adopted has since been identified which would affect public services associated with the

Helen Keller Park Community Building Project. Therefore, the modified project does not meet the
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standards for a subsequent IS/MND with regard to public services, as provided pursuant to CEQA

Guidelines, Section 15162.

4.14 Recreation

The project would have significant impacts on recreation if it would:

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such

that substantial physical deterioration of the facilities would occur or be accelerated

b) Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that

might have an adverse physical effect on the environment

No Substantial Change From Previous Analysis/Less Than Significant Impact. The previous

IS/MND determined the redevelopment and modernization of the existing neighborhood parkas a

potential beneficial addition to the community. Since the project site is identified as a recreational

facility, the previous IS/MND determined the proposed project would not cause the physical

deterioration or alteration of other surrounding recreational facilities. As such, the project would have

no impact on recreation.

The modified project consists of remediating the landfill, including capping the majority of the site not

already covered in hardscape, constructing the remaining elements of the previously approved project,

and operation of the proposed improvements, including apost-closure maintenance program. Under

the modified project, no change in use would occur and the upgrades to the park would continue to

occur. Therefore, the modified project would continue to the have recreational benefits of the

previously approved project.

Under the modified project, the amount of time that the park is closed, and thereby unavailable for use

by the surrounding community, would increase. However, the park has been closed to the public since

construction began and cannot be safely reopened until potential public safety issues related to

uncompleted construction and the presence of the landfill can be addressed. While park access would

continue to be restricted in areas of construction associated with the modified project, once
construction is completed, the park could safely be re-opened for use by the community either in full or

in phases. Implementation of the modified project would ameliorate to public safety concerns and

provide for the re-opening of the upgraded park. Therefore, the impact on recreation would be less than

significant.

Further, the modified project would not be growth-inducing, either directly or indirectly and, therefore,

would not increase the demand for or use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other

recreational facilities. Therefore, the modified project would not result in new significant impacts

related to recreation compared to those described in the previous IS/MND.

The modified project would not involve new significant impacts or a substantial increase in previously

identified impacts related to recreation. Additionally, there are no substantial changes to the

circumstances under which the modified project would be undertaken, and no new information of

substantial importance which was not known and could not have been known when the previous

IS/MND was adopted has since been identified which would affect the recreation impacts associated

with the Helen Keller Park Community Building Project. Therefore, the modified project does not meet

the standards for a subsequent IS/MND with regard to recreation, as provided pursuant to CEQA

Guidelines, Section 15162.
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4.15 Transportation and Traffic

The project would have significant impacts on transportation and traffic if it would:

a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity

of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the

volume-to-capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established by the county

congestion management agency for designated roads or highways

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in

location that result in substantial safety risks

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous

intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)

e) Result in inadequate emergency access

~ Result in inadequate parking capacity

g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g.,
conflict with policies promoring bus turnouts, bicycle racks, etc.)

No Substantial Change From Previous Analysis/Less Than Significant Impact. The previous

IS/MND determined that the proposed project does not have a residential component and, therefore,

would not substantially increase traffic volumes beyond the existing street capacity. Although park

patronage would likely increase slightly upon completion of the project, the increase would not

substantially increase traffic along nearby arterials. In addition, the existing park is intended to serve

the surrounding neighborhood and, thus, many patrons are within walking or biking distance from the

site. Additionally, existing vehicular access to the site would be maintained, and the parking spaces

provided by the on-site improvements were determined to be adequate. Further, the proposed project

does not pose any design feature hazards, would not affect air traffic or flight patterns, and would have
no adverse effect on policies or plans supporting alternative transportation.

The modified project consists of remediating the landfill, including capping the majority of the site not

already covered in hardscape, constructing the remaining elements of the previously approved project,

and operation of the proposed improvements, including apost-closure maintenance program. The

number of vehicle trips occurring during the construction phase would increase under the modified
project as a result of the new project components, primarily the import of clean fill to the site that would
occur during construction of the cap. Other vehicle trips that would occur daily during construction,

such as worker trips and transport of supplies and equipment, are not expected to substantially change
under the modified project. The greatest number of vehicle trips would occur during the construcrion of

the cap and import of clean fill. This period of construction is expected to entail approximately 625 haul

trucks and 16 workers accessing the site over a span of about 48 days (see Appendix A, Air Quality and

Greenhouse Gas Calculations, for construction traffic assumptions). Assuming truck trips are equally

distributed throughout this 48 day period, the construction of the modified project would generate a
maximum of 58 daily trips (32 construction worker trips and 26 truck trips) during the peak traffic
generating period of construction of the modified project. These 58 trips would occur intermittently

throughout the day (during the anticipated construction hours of 7:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.) and would not
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substantially increase traffic volumes beyond the existing street capacity. Further, construction staging
will be located on the project site and are not anticipated to disrupt roadway operations or restrict
pedestrian facilities. In addition, construction traffic is temporary in nature and therefore would not
result in along-term adverse effect on the street system.

The only likely change in traffic associated with operation of the modified project from that analyzed in
the previous IS/MND would involve potential traffic trips associated with the on-going maintenance
program. This is anticipated to involve one vehicle roundtrip occurring at periodic intervals throughout
the year (i.e., not likely to occur greater than once per quarter on average). This potential increase of
one periodic vehicle roundtrip would not result in an appreciable increase in traffic impacts from those
analyzed in the previous IS/MND.

Additionally, under the modified project, existing vehicular access to the site would be maintained, and
the number of parking spaces would not change the number analyzed in the previous IS/MND. The
modified project does not pose any design feature hazards, would not affect air traffic or flight patterns,
and would have no adverse effect on policies or plans supporting alternative transportation. Therefore,
the modified project would not result in any material difference in traffic impacts compared to those
described in the previous IS/MND.

The modified project would not involve new significant impacts or a substantial increase in previously
identified impacts on transportation and traffic. Additionally, there are no substantial changes to the
circumstances under which the modified project would be undertaken, and no new information of
substantial importance which was not known and could not have been known when the previous
[S/MND was adopted has since been identified which would affect the transportation and traffic impacts
associated with the Helen Keller Park Community Building Project. Therefore, the modified project does
not meet the standards for a subsequent IS/MND with regard to transportation and traffic, as provided

pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15162.
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4.16 Utilities and Service Systems

The project would have significant impacts on utilities and service systems if would:

a) Conflict with wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control

Board

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion

of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities, or expansion of

existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects

d) Require new or expanded water supply resources or entitlements

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that would serve the project that it

has adequate capacity to serve the project's projected demand in addition to the provider's existing

commitments

f~ Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project's solid waste

disposal needs

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste

No Substantial Change From Previous Analysis/Less Than Significant Impact The previous

lS/MND analyzed impacts to utilities and service systems including wastewater treatment, water supply,

storm drainage, and solid waste. The Helen Keller Park currently contains water and wastewater

infrastructure and is serviced with adequate stormwater infrastructure. It was determined that the new

park components (replacement of restrooms, new community building, and other ancillary facilities)

would not deviate substantially from those currently existing on-site, and therefore would likely

generate similar amounts of water, stormwater, and wastewater. As such, the proposed project would

not require or result in the construcrion of new stormwater drainage facilities, water supply resources,

water or wastewater treatment facilities, or expansion of existing facilities. In addition, the previous

IS/MND determined upon completion of the improved recreational facilities, the amount of solid waste

disposal would be similar to that which currently exists from operations at the Helen Keller Park facility.

The previous IS/MND determined that impacts on utilities and service systems would be less than

significant.

The modified project consists of remediating the landfill, including capping the majority of the site not

already covered in hardscape, constructing the remaining elements of the previously approved project,

and operation of the proposed improvements, including apost-closure maintenance program. The

modified project would not result in any increase in water use, wastewater generation, or solid waste

generation beyond that analyzed in the previous IS/MND.

The proposed cap, which would cover most of the previous areas of the site, would be designed to

minimize infiltration and thus would increase the amount of site runoff. To accommodate the increase

in runoff, additional and/or expanded drainage facilities (e.g., storm drain pipelines) would be

constructed/buried on-site to detain and accommodate onsite runoff and direct surface water into the

municipal storm drain. This increase in runoff could be accommodated by the existing municipal storm

drain within the surrounding streets. The construction of drainage facilities would occur on-site as part
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of the proposed project and as described throughout this memorandum, would not result in any

significant environmental impacts. Further, the proposed cap is designed to minimize infiltration to
reduce the potential leaching and migration of the subsurface waste constituents consistent with the
LARWQCB's WDR and thereby would be in compliance with requirements of the LARWQCB. The

modified project would not result in any material difference in utilities and service system impacts
compared to those described in the previous IS/MND.

The modified project would not involve new significant impacts or a substantial increase in previously
identified impacts on utilities and service systems. Additionally, there are no substantial changes to the
circumstances under which the modified project would be undertaken, and no new information of
substantial importance which was not known and could not have been known when the previous
IS/MIND was adopted has since been identified which would affect utilities and service systems
individually or cumulatively associated with the Helen Keller Park Community Building Project.
Therefore, the modified project does not meet the standards for a subsequent IS/MND with regard to

utilities and service systems, as provided pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15162.

4.17 Mandatory Findings of Significance

The project would have significant impacts relative to mandatory findings of significance if it would:

a) Have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a

fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels,
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a
rare or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of

California history or prehistory

b) Have impacts that would be individually limited, but cumulatively considerable ("Cumulatively

considerable" means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in
connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of

probable future projects)

c) Have environmental effects that would cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either
directly or indirectly

d) Does the project have the potential to achieve short-term environmental goals, to the disadvantage
of long-term environmental goals? (A short-term impact on the environment is one that occurs in a

relatively brief, definitive period of time while long-term impacts will endure well into the future)

No Substantial Change from Previous Analysis/Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation

Incorporated. The previous IS/MND determined the project does not have the potential to degrade the

quality of the environment. With the implementation of mitigation provided for Biological Resources,

the proposed project would not substantially reduce the habitat of or threaten to eliminate fish or

wildlife species or a plant or animal community. No historic structures were identified in the project
site; hence no artifacts of California history orpre-history would be affected. With the implementation

of mitigation measures provided for Cultural Resources, the proposed project would not substantially

impact unknown archaeological and paleontological resources, or human remains. In addition, no
significant cumulative considerable impacts would result firom the project. The previous [S/MND also

concluded the small quantity of regulated materials potentially resulting from construction activities

(e.g. used oil, solvents, etc.) would be handled and disposed of in a manner that would comply with all

regulatory requirements, and thus, would not result in a health hazard. The proposed project would
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have no potential to achieve short-term environmental goals to the disadvantage of long-term

environmental goals. Thus, the previous IS/MND determined that mandatory findings of significance

were less than significant.

As described herein, the modified project would not result in any new significant impacts or a
substantial increase in previously identified impacts. The modified project would occur on the same
project site analyzed in the previous IS/MND and as such would not have greater impacts on biological
or cultural resources than previously identified, nor would it degrade the quality of the environment

Likewise, the modified project would not result in impacts that are individually limited nor would the

proposed project be expected to result in cumulatively considerable impacts or effects that would cause
substantial adverse effects on human beings. The modified project would involve remediation of a
previously unknown landfill at a public park site, which would have long-term benefits to water quality

and public safety, as well as providing for the re-opening of a currently closed public park. The overall
long-term environmental effect of the proposed project is anticipated to be beneficial. During

construction proper engineering and administrative controls, worker training, and adherence to local,

state, and federal safety regulations and site-specific safety protocols during construcrion and
remediation activities would ensure that there are no threats to human health and the environment.

During operation, the land uses at the site would continue to be recreational and no hazards to human

health would occur as a result of the modified project. The modified project would not result in any
material difference relative to findings of significance compared to those described in the previous

IS/MIND.

The modified project would not involve new significant impacts or a substantial increase in previously

identified impacts relative to mandatory findings of significance. Additionally, there are no substanrial

changes to the circumstances under which the modified project would be undertaken, and no new

information of substantial importance which was not known and could not have been known when the

previous IS/MND was adopted has since been identified which would affect the mandatory findings of

significance associated with the Helen Keller Park Community Building Project. Therefore, the modified

project does not meet the standards for a subsequent IS/MND with regard to mandatory findings of

significance, as provided pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15162.
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5 MITIGATION MEASURES/ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS

The mirigation measures identified in the previous IS/MND would apply to the modified project. The

mirigation measure requirements relating to Biological and Cultural issues remain substantially the

same as in the previous MND and have been refined for clarity of implementarion through project

contracts.

5.1 Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases

Measure AIR-1

■ Implement a fugitive dust control program pursuant to the provisions of

SCAQMD Rule 403.

■ Implement the Rule 403 Table 2 and Table 3 control action for each on-site

source of dust. Prepare daily records of control actions, implementation and

maintain recordkeeping on site for the duration of the project and then give the

records to the owner to store for three years.

■ Apply dust suppressants (e.g., polymer emulsion) to actively disturbed areas

upon completion of clearing and grading.

■ Replace ground cover in disturbed areas as quickly as possible.

■ Water disturbed sites three rimes daily (locations where grading is to occur will

be thoroughly watered prior to earth moving).

■ All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose materials are to be tarped with a

fabric cover and maintain a freeboard height of 12 inches.

■ Traffic speeds on all unpaved roads shall be reduced to 15 mph or less.

■ During construcrion, trucks and vehicles in loading and unloading queues would

turn their engines off when not in use to reduce vehicle emissions; all

construction vehicles shall be prohibited from idling in excess of five minutes,

both on- and off-site.

■ Construction emissions will be scheduled to avoid emissions peaks and

discontinued during second-stage smog alerts.

■ Maintain and operate construction equipment to minimize exhaust emissions;
all construction equipment shall be properly tuned and maintained in

accordance with manufacturer's specifications.

■ At the end of each workday, the disturbed areas) shall either be covered with

plastic sheeting or sprayed with water containing an approved chemical dust

suppressant (see SCAQMD Rule 403 approved list) to prevent fugitive dust.

Disturbed and/or finished areas that are covered or sprayed to prevent fugitive

dust from leaving the site would mitigate control methods required during the

non-work hours of the project.
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Measure AIR-2

Post project signs within 50 feet at each entrance. This includes not only the
grading contractor but also all contractors following the grading operation. Rule
403 is not limited to grading only but remains effective and enforceable until the
project is completed.

■ Design buildings to be energy efficient (e.g., take advantage of shade, prevailing
winds, landscaping and sun screens to reduce energy use), as feasible.

■ Promote efficient lighting and lighting control systems and use daylight as an
integral part of lighting systems in buildings; install light emitting diodes (LEDs)
for traffic, street, and other outdoor lighting.

■ Install light colored "cool" roofs, cool pavements, and strategically placed shade
trees, as feasible.

■ Install energy efficient heating and cooling systems, appliances and equipment,
and control systems.

■ Reuse and recycle construction and demolition waste (including, but not limited
to, soil, vegetation, concrete, lumber, metal, and cardboard).

■ Provide interior and exterior storage areas for recyclables and green waste and
adequate recycling containers located in public areas, as feasible.

■ Promote ride sharing programs, e.g., by designating a certain percentage of
parking spaces for ride sharing vehicles, designating adequate passenger
loading and unloading and waiting areas for ride sharing vehicles, and providing
a web site or message board for coordinating rides, as feasible.

5.2 Biological Resources

Measure BIO-1 Two biological surveys shall be conducted, one 15 days prior and a second 72

hours prior to construction that would remove or disturb suitable nesting habitat.

The surveys shall be performed by a biologist with experience conducting breeding

bird surveys. The biologist shall prepare survey reports documenting the presence

or absence of protected native bird in the habitat to be removed and other such

habitat within 300 feet of the construction work area (within 500 feet for raptors).

If a protected native bird is found, surveys will be continued in order to locate

nests. If an active nest is located, construction within 300 feet of the nest (500 feet

for raptor nests) will be postponed until the nest is vacated and juveniles have
fledged and when there is no evidence of a second attempt at nesting.
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5.3 Cultural Resources

Measure CUL-1 If archaeological or paleontological resources are encountered at the time of

grading or project construction, all project work in the area of the resource shall

cease as follows:

Archaeological Resources: In the event a previously unrecorded archeological

deposit is encountered during construction, all activity shall cease in the vicinity of

the find and redirected elsewhere. An archeologist meeting the Secretary of

Interior's Professional Qualifications for Archeology as defined at 36 CFR Part 61,

Appendix A (Professional Archeologist) will be contracted to determine: 1) If the

archeological deposits meet the CEQA definition of historical (State CEQA

Guidelines 15064.5(a)) and or unique archeological resource (Public Resources

Code 21083.2(g)); and 2) make recommendarions on the treatment of the deposits.

The recommendations shall be developed in accordance with applicable provisions

of Public Resource Code Section 21083.2 and State CEQA Guidelines 15064.5 and

15126.4. The County shall follow all final recommendations made by the

archeologist as a condition for construction continuation in the vicinity of the find.

Paleontological Resources: In the event that paleontological resources are

encountered during grading or excavation, all earth-moving activities shall cease

until the paleontological resources are properly assessed and an appropriate

treatment plan is determined. The County shall contract with a qualified

paleontologist to determine: 1) If the deposits meet the CEQA definition of

historical (State CEQA Guidelines 15064.5(a)) and or unique archeological

resource (Public Resources Code 21083.2(g)); and 2) make recommendations on

the treatment of the deposits. The recommendations shall be developed in

accordance with applicable provisions of Public Resource Code § 21083.2 and State

CEQA Guidelines 15064.5 and 15126.4. The County shall follow all final

recommendations made by the paleontologist. The paleontologist must complete a

report of the excavarions and findings and submit the report for peer review by

three paleontologists. Upon approval of the report, the County must submit it to

the Los Angeles Archeological Information Center and keep the report on file with

the County of Los Angeles. Work may resume after the find has been appropriately

mitigated.

Measure CUL-2 If human remains are discovered, there shall be no further disturbance of the site

or nearby areas suspected to overlie remains until the County Coroner has been

notified and examined the remains. No disposition of such human remains shall

occur, other than in accordance with the procedures and requirements set forth in

California Health and Safety Code § 7050.5 and Public Resources Code § 5097.98.

The Coroner shall notify the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) if

remains are thought to be of Native American origin. [f Native American remains

are discovered, then the NAHC shall notify those persons believed to be the most

likely descendants of the deceased Native American for appropriate disposition of

the remains.
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6 CONCLUSION

Based on the post-MND Environmental Checklist presented in Section 3 and supporting environmental
analysis presented in this Addendum, the modified project would not result in any new significant
impacts which were not addressed in the previous IS/MND, nor would it substantially increase the

severity of previously identified significant impacts. Therefore, none of the above conditions calling for

a subsequent MND would occur as a result of the modified project In conclusion, based on the above

analysis, the modified project can be addressed through the use of this Addendum to the previously

approved IS/MND.
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7 LIST OF PREPARERS &REVIEWERS

7.1 Lead Agency

County of Los Angeles
Department of Public Works, Project Management Division II
900 South Fremont Avenue
Alhambra, CA 91803-1331
(626)458-5100

Asif Hussain

Rick Sun

Project Manager

7.2 Consultant to the Lead Agency

CDM Smith
523 West 6th Street, Suite 400
Los Angeles, California 90014
Phone: (213) 457-2200
cdmsmith.com

Dorothy Meyer Project Manager/Principal Planner

Kathleen Owston Environmental Planner

Juan Ramirez Environmental Planner

Jennifer Jones Biologist

Gwen Pellitier Air Quality Scientist
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8 LIST OF ACRONYMS

The following are the acronyms and meanings found in this Addendum:

AC asphalt concrete

ACM asbestos-containing material

AQMP Air Quality Management Plan

bgs below ground surface

BMP Best Management Practice

CaIEEMod California Emissions Estimator Model

CCR California Code of Regulations

CEQA California Environmental Quality Act

CFR Code of Federal Regulations

CH4 methane

CNEL Community Noise Equivalent Level

CO carbon monoxide

COZ carbon dioxide

CO2E carbon dioxide equivalent

cy cubic yard

dBA A-weighted decibels

dbh ciameter breast-height

EIR Environmental Impact Report

EMF Electric and magnetic field

GHG greenhouse gas

H2O Water vapor

HAXWOPER hazardous waste operations and emergency response

HFC hydrofluorocarbon

HSP Health and Safety Plan

IS Initial Study

LARWQCB Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board

LEA Lead Environmental Agency

LED light emitting diodes

MLD Most Likely Descendant

MMTCOZE million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent

MND Mitigated Negative Declaration

N20 nitrous oxide

NOx oxides of nitrogen

OSHA Occupational Safety and Health Administration

PFC perfluorocarbons

PM,o particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 10
micrometers
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PM2.5 particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 2.5
micrometers

PRC Public Resources Code

PVC polyvinyl chloride

ROG reactive organic gases

RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board

SCAQMD South Coast Air Quality Management District

sf square foot

SF6 sulfur hexafluoride

SMP Soil Management Plan

SOZ sulfur dioxide

SVOC semi-volatile organic compound

SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan

UBC Uniform Building Code

VOC volatile organic compound

WDR Waste Discharge Requirements
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APPENDIX A

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Calculations
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CaIEEMOd Version: CaIEEMod.2013.2.2 1 Date: 12/19/2013 4:54 PM

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Helen Keller Park Addendum

Los Angeles-South Coast County,

Annual

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2

Climate Zone 8

Utllity Company Los Angeles Department of Water &Power

CO21Mensity 1227.89 CH41Mensity 0.029

(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments &Non-Default

Project Characteristics -

Land Use - Estimated capped area

Construction Phase - Construction phases estimated from draft schedule

Off-road Equipment -

Off-road Equipment -

Precipitation Freq (Days) 33

Operetional Year 2014

N201ntensky 0.006

(Ib/MWhr)



CaIEEMOd Version: CaIEEMod.2013.2.2 Date: 12/19/2013 4:54 PM

Off-road Equipment - Trenching equipment estimated from drainage/utilities/subgrade phase in SMAQMD Roadway Construction Emissions Model,
Version 7.1.5.1 (December 2013).

Off-road Equipment -

Off-road Equipment -

Off-road Equipment - Equipment listed estimated for paved area greater than or equal to 2 acres (rounded up from 1.65 acres).

Grading -

Trips and VMT - Vendor trips added to account for water trucks; hauling trip length is maximum expected haul distance.

Energy Use -

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Watering required by SCAQMD Rule 403

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstructionPhase - NumDays 20.00 - 13.00

tblConstrudionPhase - NumDays - 20.00 m = 48.00

tblConstrudionPhase - NumDays 10.00 32.00

tblConstructionPhase _ NumDays - 20.00 _ 16.00

tblConstructionPhase - NumDays _ 20.00 32.00

tblConstrudionPhase PhaseEndDate '- 8/29/2014 '- 8/31/2014

tblEnergyUse LightingEled - 0.88 0.88

tblGrading Materiallmported O.DO 5,000.00

tblOffRoadEquipment _ Load Factor 0.41
.._a._...._...~. -

- 0.41

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor - 0.40 - 0.40

tblOffRoadEquipment - LoadFactor - 0.48 _ 0.48

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFador 0.37 - 0.37

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor - 0.37 0.37

tblOffRoadEquipment = LoadFactor 0.36 0.36

tblOffRoadEquipment - LoadFactor 0.38 0.38

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType _ Air Compressors



CaIEEMOd Version: CaIEEMOd.2013.2.2

tblOtfRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType - Generator Sets

tblOifRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Graders

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Plate Compactors

tbIOfFRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Pumps

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Rough Terrain Forklifts

tblOffRoadEquipment - OffRoadEquipmentType - Scrapers

tbIOlfRoadEquipment = OffRoadEquipmentType � - Tractors/LOatlers/Backhoes

tbIOfFRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType ' = Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

~~ tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType - Paving Equipment

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Paving Equipment Cement and Mortar Mixers

tblOffROadEquipment _ OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount - 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount _ 2.00 - 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 ~ 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment

tblOffRoadEquipment

tblTnpsAndVMT

UsageHOUrs

UsageHours

_ HaulingTripLength

8.00

8.00

20.00

� 6.00

7.00

50.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 15.00 - 16.00

-- tblTnpsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber _ 25.00 _ 26.00 --

tblTnpsAndVMT - WorkerTripNumber 15.00 16.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber - 15.00 16.00

tblTripsAndVMT - _ - WorkerTnpNumber 13.00 14.00

Date: 12/19/20134:54 PM



CaIEEMod Version: CaIEEMOd.2013.2.2

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction

Unmitigated Construction

Date: 12/19/2013 4:54 PM

ROG NOx CO S02 ugdive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N io- Total CO2 CH4 N20 2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CO2

Year tonstyr MTtyr

2014 -_ 0.4200 ~ 4.4860 i 3.0335 i 3.9500e-' .6 43 � 0.2409 � 0.8752 � 0.3288 02232 0.5520 0.0000' 3 2.45 � 72.4 B € .0 3 � .0000 42704

~

003

~Total 0.4200 4.4860 3.0335 3.9500e- 0.6343 0.2409 0.8752 0.3288 0.2232 0.5520 0.0000 372.4587 372.4587 0.0863 0.0000 374.2704
003

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO S02 FugRive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM70 PM70 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CO2

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2014 " 0.4200 4.4860 3.0335 3.9500e' 02660 02409 ? 0.5069 0.73 - .2232 0.3564 0.0000' 372.4583'372.4583 ` 0.0863 € 0.0000' 3742701
- 003

~

_ - =

~

-

Total 0.4200 4.4860 3.0335 3.9500e- 0.2660 0.2409 0.5069 0.1332 0.2232 0.3564 0.0000 372.1583 372.4583 0.0863 0.0000 374.2701
003

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugkive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 TMaI PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CO2

Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 58.07 0.00 42.09 59.47 0.00 35.43 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
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3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase Phase Name
Number

Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 ? learand Grub Site 'Site Preparation .1/1/2014 '2/13/2014 5- 32

Rough GradelDemo €Grading 2I14f2014 ~3l31/2014 5` 32'

3 _Excavate Trenches - €Trenching X4/1/2014 _5/14/2014 _ 5 32~ --

€Install GCL+Cap Grading _5/152014 _7/212014 5 48

5 _Cement Treated Soil 'Grading _7/22/2014 <8/122014 5_ 16_

'AC Paving .Paving 8/13/2014 .8/312014 = 5~ 13

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase: 0

Acres of Paving: 0

Date: 12/19/2013 4:54 PM

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating — sgft)

OffRoad Equiament

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

6ccavate Trenches

Excavate Trenches

=Air Compressors _

'Generator Sets -

1 _

1'

8.00

8.00'

78_

84`

0.4

- 07

Clear and Grub Site _Rubber Tired Dozers 3' 8.00' 255s 0.4

Rough Grade/Demo _Rubber Tired Dozers 1 _ B.OD_ 255 0.4

Rough Grade/Demo -Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3_ 8.00_ 97_ 0.37

Excavate Trenches .Graders = 1 8.00. 174. 0.41
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Excavate Trenches €Plate Compactors _
_ ~

1 _
�

8.00_
_

8_
_

0.4
_

Excavate Trenches

Excavate Trenches

.....,.. .....................m......._......._...._
=Pumps _

- :Rough Terrain Forklifts �

1�

1_

..._.._
B 00`

8.00:

84'

~ t00s

._..—
07

0.4

Excavate Trenches €Scrapers - 2_ 8.00 361' 0.4

F~ccavateTrenches _Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes _ 2 -- 800 -- 97€ 0.37

CPaving _Tradors/Loaders/Backhoes - 1_ 8.00_ 97_ 0.37

Install GCL+Cap €Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3~ 8.00€ 97- 0.37

C Paving _Paving Equipment 1 j 8.00' 130_ 0.3

Rough Grade/Demo ~ ~ iExcavators 1 ̀ 8.00' 162' 0.3

Install GCL+Cap �6ccavators = L 8.00_ 162; 0.3

Cement Treated Soil .Excavators 1 _ 8.00= 162. 0.3

Rough Grade/Demo 'Graders 1 _ 8.00: 174_ 0.41

Install GCL+Cap .Graders 1 j 8.00€ 174= 0.41

Cement Treated Soil =Graders 1 i B.00t 174_ 0.41

C Paving

C Paving

_Pavers -

°Cement and Mortar Mixers

1

1

6.00;

6.00

125_~~~~

9':.

0.4

0.5

C Paving -Rollers _ 1 _ 7.00€ 80- 0.3

Install GCL+Cap ;Rubber Tired Dozers 1_ 8.00= 255 0.4

Cement Treated Soil `Rubber Tired Dozers 1 f 8.00= 255= 0.4
__.,

Cement Treated Soil _TredorslLoaders/Backhoes � 3_ 8.00€ 97_ 0.3

Clear and Grub Site Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4_ 8.00' 97_ 0.3

Date: 12/19/2013 4:54 PM
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Trios and VMT

Date: 12/19/2013 4:54 PM

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Worker Trip
Count Number

Vendor Trip
Number

Hauling Trip
Number

Worker Trip
Length

Vendor Trip
Length

Hauling Trip
Length

Worker Vehide
Class

Vendor
VehiGe
Class

Hauling
VehiGe
Class

Clear and Grub ite 7i 18.00i 0.00. 0.00' 14.70' 6.90. 20.00'LD Mix 'HDT Mix €HHDT

Rough Gratle/Demo - 6' 16.00' 0.00_ 0.00 1470 6.90= 20.00=LD_Mix ~HDT_Mix 'HHDT

Excavate Trenches

Install GCL+Cap

10_

6

__..

26.00'

16.00_
a

0.00-

0.00_

0.00=

625.00_
_

1470-

14.70[
€

6.90-

6.90_
_

20.00=LD Mix

50.00_LD_Mix
_ _

~HDT Mix

-HDT_Mix
€

'HHDT

=HHDT
_

Cement Treated Soil
_

~ 6_ ___.. 16.00= 0.00_ 0.00_ 1470_ 6.90_ 20.00_LD Mix _HDT Mix
- _
?HHDT

C Paving 5 14.00- 0.00. 0.00. 1470. 6.90_ 20.00`LD_Mix ;HDT_Mix ~HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Water Exposed Area

Clean Paved Roads

3.2 Clear and Grub Site - 2014

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

OG NOx CO S02 FugNive 6chaust 10 ugdive xhausl io- C NBio- Total CO N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CO2

Category tonslyr MTryr

Fugdrve ust - - 91 0.0 € 0. 97 0.1589 0.0000 0.1589 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 i 0. 0

OR-ROatl _ 0.0847 ~ 0.9219 ~ 0.6874 = 6.3000e- _ 0.0502: 0.0502 € 0.0462 0.0462 _ 0.0000 _ 60.3226 _ 60.3226 _ 0.0178 0.0000 60.6969
° 004 €

~ ~ ~

_ _ '-

ToSal 0.0847 0.9219 0.6874 6.3000e- 0.2897 0.0502 0.3393 0.1589 0.0462 0.2057 0.0000 60.3226 60.3226 0.0178 0.0000 60.6969
004
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Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

Date: 12/19/2013 4:54 PM

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive
PM10

6chaust
PM10

M70
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

6chausi
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

ategory tons/yr MTryr

Hauling e 0.0000_____..........

_ 0.0000____
_

_ 0.0000__________

_ 0.0000 0.0000 :0.0000_
___

i 0.0000 € 0.0000 € 0.0000 € 0.0000 € 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 € 0.0000__ __ __ ___ __ _

_ 0.0000__________

_ 0.0000
______ ___

~ 0.0000

____

Vendor €_ 0.0000...._......_
€ 0.0000 _ _ ___ 0.0000

__
€ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 0.0000 € 0.0000 ? 0.0000 e 0.0000 _ 0.0000 0.0000 ': 0.0000__ _ 0.0000______

_ 0.0000______ _ 0.0000
___

Worker _ 1.5800e-___
003

6 2.2600e-
� 003

~

0.0235 - 4.000Oe-
005

~

_ 3.1600e- s 3.000Oe- _ 3.1900e-__
003 � 005 - 003

- 8.4000e- €_ ____
� 004

3.000Oe-
005

_ 87000e-
004

' 0.0000

~

~ 3.2840 _ 32840 _ 2.1000e-
004

_ = 0.0000__ _ ____ 32883

Total 1.S600e-
003

2.2600e-
003

0.0235 4.000Oe- 3.1600e- 3.000Oe- 3.1900e- 8.4000e-
005 003 005 003 004

3.000Oe-
005

8.7000e-
004

0.0000 3.2 3 .1000e-
004

0.0000 3.2883

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugdive
PM70

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

F~chaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tons/yr MTlyr

FugRive Dust � _ € 0.1127 0.0000 0.1127 0.0620 € 0.0000 0.0620 0.0000 0.0000 0.000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000

OR-ROaO � 0.0847
°

? 0.9219 0.6874 =
� -

6.3000e-
004

_ s 0.0502 _ 0.0502

~

_ _ 0.0462 - 0.0462 0.0000 60.3225 60.3225 0.0178 ~ 0.0000 € 60.6969

Total 0.0847 0.9279 0.6874 6.3000e-
004

0.1127 0.0502 0.1629 0.0620 0.0462 0.1082 0.0000 60.3225 60.3225 0.0178 0.0000 60.6969
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Mitigated Construction Off-Site

Date: 12/19/2013 4:54 PM

ROG N x O S02 ugdive Fxhaust PM10 Fugdive Exhaust PM2.5 8io- CO2 NBio- otal CO CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Tolal PM25 PM2.5 TMaI CO2

Category tons/yr MTryr

Hauling ~ 0.0000 i 0.0000

_

0.

s

-

=

€ 0. W ~ .0000

a _

_ .00 0 _ 0 = 0.0000 _ 0. 0

_

.000

_

~ 00 : 0. i 0.0000

_

_ 0.0000 ~ 0.0 00

_
.._""__~__.._...._..

Vendor - 0.0000 0.0000 _ 0.0000 0.0000 - D.0000 _ 0.0000 0.0000 _ 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 [ 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 - 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.5600e-' 22600e- € 0.0235 € 4.000Oe- _ 3.7600e- _ 3.000Oe- ~ 3.1900e- _ 8.4000e- _ 3.000Oe- _ B.~000e- _ 0.0000 "s 32840 € 3.2840' 2.1000e- _ 0.0000 € 32883
003 � 003 005

~

003 005

~

OW

~

004 005 004

~

004

~Total 1.5600e- 2.2600e- 0.0235 4.000Oe- 3.1600e- 3.000Oe- 3.1900e- 8.4000e- 3.000Oa- 8.7000e- 0.0000 3.2840 3.2840 2.1000e- 0.0000 3.2883
003 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 004

3.3 Rough GradelDemo - 2014

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

OG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM70 FugRive 6chaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM70 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CO2

Category tons/yr T/yr

Fugitive Dust _ € € € 0.104 i 0.0 00 _ 0.1 8 [ .0 3 _ D. 0 0 0.0 9 0. 0 € 0. 000 € 0.0000 00 i 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Roatl 0.0619 0.6576 0.4281 _ 4.8000e-; _ 0.0379 _ 0.0379 _ € 0.0349 € 0.0349 € 0.0000 _ 45.9025 j 45.9025 _ 0.0136 ? O.00W ~ 46.1873
004

~ ~Total 0.0679 0.6576 0.4281 l.B000e- 0.1048 0.0379 0.1428 0.0539 0.0349 0.0888 0.0000 15.9025 X5.9025 0.0736 0.0000 48.1873

004



CaIEEMod Version: CaIEEMod.2013.21

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

Date: 12/19/2013 4:54 PM

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling e .0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000:

_

0. 0 00 s 0.0000 _ 0.0000 € 0.0000 ~ O.00W ~ 0.0000 0.0000 _ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 _ 0.00 _ D.0 0 _ 0. 0

Ventlor
__ _
0 0000 - 0 0000 j 0 0000 _ 0.0000 _

_
0.0000 0.0000- 0 0000 0 0000 0 0000 ~ 0 0000 _ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 -- 0 0000- = 0.0000-

Worker _ 1.3800e-_
003

= 2.Ot 00e-____
� 003

' 0.0209 =_ __ __ __ _
� �

4.000Oe- i 2.8100e- =_ ___ __ _
005 � 003

~

3.000Oe-
005

_ 3 2.8400e-
003

_ 7.5000e-
004

_ 3.000Oe- €
005

~

77000e-
004

_ 0.0000
-

~

_ 2.9191 _ 2.9191 _ 1.8000e
004

0.0000_ _

~

s 2.9230

ToWI 1.3800e-
003

2.0100e-
003

0.0209 4.000Oe-
005

2.8100e-
003

3.000Oe-~
005

2.8400e-
003

7.S000e-
004

3.000Oe-
005

7.7000e-
004

0.0000 2.9191 2.9191 1.8000e-
004

0.0000 2.9230

Mitigated Construction On-Site

OG NOx CO S02 Fugitive
PM10

haust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugkive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio-0O2 NBio-
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tons/yr MTyr

Fugdive Dust _ _ 0.0409 i 0.0000 i 0.0409 - 0.0 1 = ! 0. 1 a .000 0. 00 i 0.00 0.0000 € 0.0000

Off-Road _ 0.0619 0.6576 € 0.4281 _
i

~

4.8000e- ~
004 i

0.0379 0.0379 0.0349 0.0349 0.0000 45.9024 ' 45.9024 0.0136 I 0.0000 46.1873

Total 0.0619 0.6576 0.4281 4.8000e-
004

0.0409 0.0379 0.0788 0.0210 0.0349 0.0559 0.0000 45.9024 45.9024 0.0736 0.0000 46.7873



CaIEEMOd Version: CaIEEMod.2013.2.2

Miti4ated Construction Off-Site

Date: 12/19/2013 4:54 PM

NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive F~chausl PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- otal C 2 2 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CO2

Category tons/yr T/yr

Hauling ~ 0.00 0.0000 € 0.0000 € 0.0000 € 0.0000 € 0.0000 i 0.0000 0.0000 _ 0.0000 € 0.0000 € 0.000 _ 0.000 I 0.000 - i 0.00 0 i 0.0000

Vendor _ 0.0000._____
_ 0.0000_______

€ 0.0000 € 0.0000 _ 0.0000 € 0.0000 _ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 € 0.0000 _ 0.0000 _ 0.0000
_

i 0.0000_ _ 0.0000___ _ 0.0000______
_ 0.0000______

1 0.0000
_

Worker - 1.3800e-

_____
_ 2.0100e- _ 0.0209

_
= 4.000Oe- € 2.8100e- € 3.000Oe- _ 2.8400e- i 7.S000e- s 3.00We- _ 7.7000e- € 0.0000 _ 2.9191 i 2.9191

__

i 1.8000e-

_____
- 0.0000

___
2.9230

003
_

003

~

- 005 = 003 005
_
- 003

_
004 005 - 004 004

_ _

ToWI 1.3800e- 2.0100e- 0.0209 4.000Oe- 2.8700e- 3.000Oe- 2.8400e- 7.5000e- 3.000Oe- 7.7000e- 0.0000 2.9191 2.9191 1.B000o- 0.0000 2.9230
003 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 004

3.4 Excavate Trenches - 2014

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO 02 ugffive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bia CO2 NBio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM70 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CO2

Category tons/yr Tryr

O - oa - 0.1158 1.1957 - 0.7471 i 1.0200e- i ? 0.0655 ~ 0.0655 - i 0.0618 i 0.0618 s 0.0000 94.6678' 94.6678 0.0238 .0 76

~ ~

003

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~

'-

TMaI 0.1158 7.1957 0.7471 1.0200e- 0.0655 0.0655 0.0618 0.0618 0.0000 94.6678 94.6678 0.0238 0.0000 95.1676

003



CaIEEMOd Version: CaIEEMOdZ013.21

Unmitictated Construction Off-Srte

Date: 12/19/20134:54 PM

ROG NOx CO S02 ugilive
PM70

6chaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

F~chaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling e 0.0000 € 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 € 0.0000 "s 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 3 _ .0 0 _ 0.000 _ 0.0000 D. 0 0 € 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor _ 0 0000 _ 0 0000 _ 0 0000 € 0.0000 _ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 0 0000 ~ 0 0000 = 0 0000 - --0 0000 0.0000 0 0000- � 0.0000 0.0000 0 0000 = 0.0000

Worker _ 22500e- €
003

3.2600e- _
003 -

0.0339 '6.000Oe- =
005 '-

4.5600e-
003

_ S.000Oe- _
005 '-

4.6100e-
003

_ 12100e- €
003

5.000Oe- _
005

~

12600e-
003

_ 0.0000

~

4.7436
-

4.7436
_

= 3.000Oe-
004

_ 0.0000 - 4.7498

Total 2.2500e-
003

3.2600e-
003

0.0339 6.000Oe-
005

4.5600e-
003

S.000Oe-
005

4.6100e-
003

1.2100e-
003

S.000Oe-
005

1.2600e-
003

0.0000 4.7436 4.7436 3.000Oe-
004

0.0000 4.7498

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO S02 FugKive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio-0O2 NBio- TotaICO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CO2

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-ROatl - 0.1158 ? 1.1957_ _ ? 0.7471_ _ _ _ 1.0200e- _ _ = _ 0.0655 0.0655 ? i 0.0618_ ~ 0.0618 € 0.0000__ i 94.6677 € 94.6677_ i 0.0238 i 0.0000 s 95.1675_ _ _
003

_

~ ~

_ _ _

~Total 0.7758 1.1957 0.7471 1.0200e- 0.0655 0.0655 0.0618 0.0616 0.0000 94.6677 94.6677 0.0238 0.0000 95.1675
003



CaIEEMod Version: CaIEEMOd.2013.22

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

Date: 12/19/2013 4:54 PM

ROG NOx C 02 ugifive Exhaust 10 FugBive xhaust M2. Bio-0O2 NBio- TotaICO2 CHa N20 CO2e
PM70 PM70 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CO2

Category tons/yr M tyr

Hauling 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 00 _ 0 00 ~ 0. - 0 € 0. .000 ~ 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 = 0.0000

Ventlor A~00000 € 0.0000- _ 00000 ? 0.0000 - 0.0000 t 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 00000 00000 00000 _ 0.0000 _ .X000 - 0.0000 0.0000 00000 _ 0.0000

Worker _ 22500a ` 32600e- _ 0.0339 _ 6.000Oe- 4.S600e- € 5.000Oe- € 4.6100e- 12100e- _ 5.000Oe- _ 1.2600e- 0.0000 4.7436 mm~4 7436 _ 3.0000 O.000D i 47498
003 = 003

~ ~

005

~

003 005

~ ~

003

~

003 005

~

003

~

-

~

004

~Total 2.2500e- 3.2600e- 0.0339 6.000Oe- 4.5600e- S.000Oe- 4.6100e- 1.2~OOe- S.000Oe- 1.2600e- 0.00 4.7436 4.7436 3.000Oe- 0.0000 4.7498
003 003 005 003 005 003 003 005 003 004

3.5 Install GCL+Cap - 2014

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugdive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bia CO2 NBiw Tofal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM 10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CO2

Category tons/yr MTNr

FugRive Dust - € 0.15 0.0000 0.7 '_ 0. 8 € 0.0 € 0. € 0. 0 € 0 0.0 € 0.00 € 0.0000

Off Roatl = 0 0928 _ 0.9864 _ 0.6427 € 7.t000e- _ € 0.0569: 0.0569 € 0.0524 0 0524 _ 0.0000 68.8537 _ 68.8537 0.0204 00000 _ 69.2810

~

i 004

~

i

~ ~ ~ ~Total 0.0928 0.9864 0.6421 7.1000e- 0.1575 0.0569 0.2145 0.0809 0.0524 0.1332 0.0000 68.8537 68.8537 0.0204 0.0000 69.2810

004



CaIEEMod Version: CaIEEMod.2013.2.2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Ske

Date: 12/19/2013 4:54 PM

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugkive Exhaust PM2. Bio- CO2 NBio- Tolal CO2 CH4 N O CO2e
PM70 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CO2

Category tons/yr MTryr

Hauling ~i 0.0141 ~ .859 i 0.128 Oe-' .0134 _ 5.23 Oe-' 0.0186 € 3.6600e- 4.8100e- 8.4700e- ~ 0.0000 i 53.7649 s 53.6 9 ~ 4.6000e- ~ 0.0000 :53.7745
- 004 - 003 003 - 003 003 - � 004

Vendor _ 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 _ D.0000 ~- 0.0000 0.0000 € 0.0000 _ 0.0000 € 0.0000 € 0.0000 0.0000 I 0.0000 = 0.0000 0.0000 _ 0.0000

Worker = 2.OBOOe- = 3.0100e- 0.0313 = S.000Oe- 3 4.2100e- € S.000Oe- € 42500e- _ 1.1200e- 3 4.000Oe- = 1.i600e- _ 0.0000 - 4.3787 4.3787 = 2.8000e- = 0.0000 4.3844
003 - 003

~

005 003 005 003 =

~

003 � 005 = 003 � - � � 004 � _

Total 0.0162 0.2690 0.1596 6.3000e- 0.0176 5.2600e- 0.0228 4.7800e- 4.8500e- 9.6300e- 0.0000 58.1435 58.1435 7.4000e- 0.0000 58.1590
004 003 003 003 003 004

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG Ox CO S 2 Fugitive
PM 10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugdive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tons/yr MTtyr

Fugitive Dust F ? 0. 0 0 € 0.0614 0.0375 0.0000 0.0315 0.0000 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 _ 0.0000 0.0000

OR-ROatl -_ 0.0928 _ 0.9864 i 0.6421 - _ 7.t000e-'
004

_ _ 0.0569 _ 0.0569 _

~

0.0524 _ 0.0524

~

€ 0.0000

~

68.8536 i 68.8536 s 0.0204_ i 0.0000 € 692809

ToUI 0.0928 0.9864 0.6421 7.1000e-
004

0.0614 0.0589 0.1184 0.0315 0.0524 0.0839 0.0000 68.8536 68.8536 0.0204 0.0000 69.2809



CaIEEMOd Version: CaIEEMod.2013.2.2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

Date: 12/19/2013 4:54 PM

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugdive Exhaust 70 ugRive haunt PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CO2

Category tons/yr MTyr

Hauling a 0.0141 ~ 02859 € 0.1285 € 5.8000e- ~ 0.0134 ~ 52300e € 0.01 6 € 3.6600e-' 4.8100e- € 8 4700e- OD € 3. 649 € i 4. OOOe- 0.0000 � 53.7745
004 003 '- 003 003 003 '- 004

Genaor _ o 000a _ o 0000 _ o.0000 _ o.00ao _ o.0000 = o.a000 o.0000 o.0000 - o 0000 0 0000 _ o.0000 - o:0000 - o.0000 o.0000 o.000a 3 0.0000

Worker 2.OBOOe- ; 3.0100e- ~ 0.0313 i 5.000Oe- _ 42100e- _ S.000Oe- _ 42500e- _ 1.1200e- _ 4.ODOOe- _ 1.1600e- _ 0.0000 _ 4.3787 _ 4.3787 _ 2.B000e- = 0.0000 - 4.3844
003 - 003 - 005 003 005 003

~

003

~

005

~

003

~ ~ ~

004

~ ~Total 0.0162 0.2990 0.1598 6.3000e- 0.0176 5. EOOe- 0.0228 4.7800e- 4.B500e- 9.6300e- 0.0000 58.1435 58.1435 7.4000e- 0.0000 58.1590
004 003 003 003 003 004

3.6 Cement Treated Soil - 2014

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugdive

PM10

6chausl

PM 10

PM10

Total

Fugdive

PM2.5

Exhaust

PM25

PM2.5

Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-

CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tonstyr MT/yr

Fugdive Dust i _ a .000 0.0 4 0.0 9 € 00 € 0.0269 0.0000 € 0.0000 0.0000 0. 0 - _ 0.0000

OB Road _ 0.0309__
~ 0.3288 0 2140 _ 2W4000e-_ __ _

004

_ _ O.D190__ _

~

0.0190
_

~

_

=
_ 0.0775 0 0175

~

s 0.0000 22.9512 s 22.9512 67800e-_
003

~ ~

, 0.0000__
-

_ 23.0937_

Total 0.0309 0.3288 0.2140 2.4000e-

004

0.0524 0.0190 0.0714 0.0269 0.0175 0.0444 0.0000 22.9512 22.9512 6.7800e-

003

0.0000 23.0937



CaIEEMOd Version: CaIEEMOd.2013.2.2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Ske

Date: 12/19/2013 4:54 PM

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugdive
PM10

6chaust
PM10

M70
Total

ugilive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

8io- CO2 NBio-
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2 CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling ~ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 = 0.0000 € 0.0000 € 0.0000 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 € 0.0000

-- Ventlor -- - = 0 0000-- = 0.0000 = 0.0000 0.0000 _ 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 0 OOOa _ 0.0000 O.0000 s o 0000 O.000O 0.0000 i o.000a € 0.0000 0 0000 "s 0.0000

Worker - ' 6.9000e-
- 004

~

- 1.000Oe- =
003

~

0.0104 3
-
2.000Oe- ? 1.4000e- i
005 003 =

2.000Oe- _
005 �

1.4200e- i
003 �

3.7000e-
004

' 1.000Oe- =
005

3.9000e-
004

0.0000
�

1.4596
�

1.4596
�

= 9.000Oe-
� 005

- 0.0000 1.4615

Total 6.9000e-
004

1.000Oe-
003

0.0104 2.000Oe-
005

1.4000e-
003

2.000Oe-
005

1.4200e-
003

3.7000e-
000

1.000Oe-
005

3.9000e-
006

0.0000 1.4596 1.4596 9.D000e-
005

0.0000 1.4675

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugdive
PM10

Euhausf
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tonslyr Tyr

FugRive ust _ € 0.0204 € 0.0000 0.0204 0.0105 0.0000 0.0105 0.0000 0.0000 - 0.0000 - 0.0000 € 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0309 _ _ __
? 0.3288 _ _ __

02140 = _ _ __
2.4000e- _
004

_ 0.0190_ __ ___ _

~

0.0190

~

_ €

~

0.0175 €

~

0.0175 € 0.0000 €22.9572

~

_ 22.9512 _ 6.7800e-
003

€ 0.0000

~

S 23.0936

~Total 0.0309 0.3288 0.2140 2.4000e-
004

0.0204 0.0190 0.0394 0.0105 0.0175 0.0280 0.0000 22.9512 22.9512 6.7800e-
003

0.0000 23.0936



CaIEEMod Version: CaIEEMOd.2013.2.2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

Date: 12/19/2013 4:54 PM

ROG NOx O S02 Fugitive haus PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- Total C 2 C 4 N20 CO2e
PM70 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CO2

Category tons/yr MTryr

auling e 0.0000 € _ 0 € 0.000 _ 0.0000 € 0.0000 _ 0.0000 ~ 0. _ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 € 0.0000 = o. 00 i 0.0000 s 0.0000

Vendor _ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 _ 0.0000 "s 0.0000 ; 0.0000 _ 0.0000 _ O.000D "= 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 s 0.0000 _ 0.0000 -- 0.0000 D.0000 0.0000

Worker - 6.9000e- _ 1.ODODe- 0.0104 _ 2.000Oe- _ 1.4000e- [ 2.000Oe- ( 7.4200e- _ 3.7000e- _ 1.000Oe- _ 3.9000e- € 0.0000 i 1.4598 i 1.4596 i 9.000Oe- 0.0000 - 1.4615
004 '- 003

~

005 003 005

~

003

~

004 005

~

004

~

005

Total 6. Oe- t.0000e- 0.0104 Y.000Oe- 1.4000e- 2.000Oe- 1.4200e- 3.7000e- 1.000Oe- 9.9000e- 0.0000 1.1596 1.4596 9.000Oe- 0.0000 1.4615
004 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005

3.7 AC Paving - 2014

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

G NOx CO S02 ugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CO2

Category tons/yr M lyr

OB-Road 923 Oe-' 0.0974 0.0591' 9.000Oe- s : 5.9200e-' S.9200e- € SASOOe- s 5.4500e- s 0.0000 € 8.1735 € 8.1735 = 2.3700e- � 0.0000 - 82 33
003 - 005 - 003 003 003 003 - 003 '-

Paving - 2.i600e-' _ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 i 0.0000 _ 0.0000 - 0.0000 _ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 a 0.0000 0.0000
003

~ ~

- - - - - - -

Total 0.0114 0.0974 0.0591 9.000Oe- 5.9200e- 5.9200e- 5.~500e- 5.4500e- 0.0000 8.7735 8.7735 2.3700e- 0.0000 8.2233
005 003 003 003 003 003



CaIEEMOd Version: CaIEEMOd.2013.2.2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

Date: 12/19/2013 4:54 PM

ROG NOx CO 502 ugilive
PM70

6chaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio-0O2 NBio-
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tonslyr MTyr

Hauling a 0.0000 € 0.0000 _ 0.0000 0.0000 "s 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 0.0000 0. 0 € o. 0 .000 _ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 _ 0.0000

Vendor - _ 0 0000 ~ 0 0000 _ 0 0000 € 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0 0000 - _ 0 0000 _ 0 0000 - _ 0 0000 - 0.0000 _ -- 0.0000 _ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 - 0 0000 -- 0.0000--

Worker €i 4.9000e-
- 004

7.1000e- ~
004

7.4100e- _
003 �

1.000Oe- _
005

1.000Oe- =
003 �

1.000Oe- _
005 '-

1.0100e-
003

_ 2.6000e-
004

~

7.000Oe-
005

_ 27000e-
004

' 0.0000

~ ~

- 1.0377 1.0377 i 7.000Oe
005

_ 0.0000 ~

~

1.0390

Total 4.9000e-
004

7.t000e-
004

7.l100e-
003

1.000Oe-
005

1.000Oe-
003

1.000Oe-
005

7.0100e-
003

2.6000e-
004

1.000Oe-~
005

2.7000e-
004

0.0000 1.0377 1.0377 7.000Oe-
005

0.0000 1.0390

Mitinated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO S02 FugRive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio-0O2 NBio- TotaICO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CO2

Category tonslyr MT/yr

Ofr Road - 92300e- € 0.0974 ? 0.0591 '9.000Oe-' = 5.9200e- € 5.9200e- i i 5.4500e- i 5.4500e- _ 0.00 0 € 8.1735 s 8.1 3 € 2.3 e- 3 - 2
003 005 003 003 003 003 � 003

~~~~ Paving 2 1600e- ; - € 0.0000 _ 0.0000 s 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 € 0.0000 0.0000 _ 0.0000 0.0000 0 0000 0.0000
003

~ ~ ~ ~Total 0.0114 0.0974 0.0591 9.000Oe- 5.9200e- 5.9200e- 5.4500e- 5.4500e- 0.0000 8.1735 8.1735 2.3700e- 0.0000 8.2233
005 003 003 003 003 003



CaIEEMOd Version: CaIEEMod.2013.2.2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

Date: 12/19/2013 4:54 PM

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugttive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

FugRive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tonstyr MTryr

Hauling _ 0.0000_ ____
- 0.0000_ ___

~ 0.0000___ ~ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 € 0.0000_ _ 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 ( 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 i D.0000 ~ 0.0000 € 0.0000
_____
_ 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 3 0.0000 _ 0.0000 ~ O.D000 ~ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 ; O.WW _ 0.0000 s 0.0000 _ 0.0000 0.0000 _ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

- -- - Worker _ 4.9000e-
004

_ 7.1000e-
- 004

_ 7.4100e- s 1.000Oe-
= 003 = 005

_ 1.000Oe- 1.000Oe- ̀  1.0100e-
- 003 '- 005 '- 003

= 2.6000e-
� 004

` 1.000Oe-
- 005

_ 27000e-
'- 004

' 0.0000 - 1.0377
'- �

~ 7.0377 7.0000 0.0000
~ 005

~ 1.0390

ToWI 4.9000e-

004

7.1000e- 7.4100e- 1.000Oe- 1.000Oe- 1.000Oe- 1.0100e-

004 003 005 003 005 003

2.6000e-

004

1.000Oe-

005

2.7000e-

004

0.0000 1.0377 7.0377 7.000Oe-

005

0.0000 1.0390
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Helen Keller Park Addendum

Los AngelesSouth Coast County, Winter

7.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

ity Park 4.95 Acre 4.95 215,622.00 0

Parking Lot -- _ 1.65 Acre ! 1.65 ' 71,874.00 _ 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 22 Precipitation Freq (Days) 33

Climate Zone 8 Operetional Year 2014

Utility Company Los Angeles Department of Water &Power

CO21ntensity 1227.89 CH4lntensity 0.029 N201ntensity 0.006

(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) pb/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments 8~ Non-Default

Project Characteristics -

Land Use - Estimated capped area

Construction Phase - Construction phases estimated from draft schedule

Off-road Equipment -

Off-road Equipment -

Off-road Equipment - Trenching equipment estimated from drainage/utilities/subgrade phase in SMAQMD Roadway Construction Emissions Model,
Version 7.1.5.1 (December 2013).
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Off-road Equipment -

Off-road Equipment -

Off-road Equipment - Equipment listed estimated for paved area greater than or equal to 2 acres (rounded up from 1.65 acres).

Grading -

Trips and VMT - Vendor trips added to account for water trucks; hauling trip length is maximum expected haul distance.

Energy Use -

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Watering required by SCAQMD Rule 403

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstructionPhase _ NumDays 20.00 - 13.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays - - - ~ - - - 20.00 - ~ 48.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays - 10.00 � 32.00

tblConstructionPhase

tblConstrudionPhase

NumDays

_ NumDays

20.00

20.00

16.00

= 32.00

tblConstructionPhase � PhaseEndDate 829/2014 = 8/3V2014

tblEnergyUse LightingElect 0.88 0.88

tblGrading Material Imported 0.00 5,000.00

tblOffRoadEquipment = LoadFactor 0.41 0.41

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor - 0.40 � 0.40

tblOffROadEquipment Load Factor 0.48 0.48

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.37 0.37

tblOffRoadEquipment ' Load Factor - 0.37 0.37

tblOifRoadEquipment Load Factor _ 0.36 _ 0.36

tblOtfRoadEquipment Load Factor = 0.38 0.38

tblOtfRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Air Compressors

tblOffRoadEquipment = OffRoadEquipmentType Generator Sets

tblOffRoadEquipment ? OffRoadEquipmentType- - -- ~ - - Graders

tblOifROadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType _ Plate Compactors

Date: 12/19/20134:51 PM
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tbIOtFRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Pumps

tblOifRoadEquipment

tblOftRoadEquipment

OffRoadEquipmentType

OffRoadEquipmentType

~ Rough Terrain Forklifts --

Scrapers

tblOffRoadEquipment - OffRoadEquipmentType _ Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

tblOflRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

tbI0lfRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType

�
- Paving Equipment

....w..~~.....__...._
tblOifRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType �

___.._....
Paving Equipment � Cement and Mortar Mixers

tblOffRoadEquipment -- - ~ OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount _ 2.00 _ 1.00

tbIOlfRoadEquipment OffROadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOfrRoadEquipment '- OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours _ 8.00 6.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 6.00 7.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripLength = 20.00 50.00

tblTnpsAndVMT _ WorkerTnpNumber 15.00 s 16.00

tblTnpsAndVMT

tblTripsAndVMT

WorkerTnpNumber

WorkerTripNumber _

25.00

15.00

_ 26.00

16.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTnpNumber 15.00 16.00

tblTnpsAndVMT _ WorkerTripNumber _ 13.00 14.00

Date: 12/19/2013 4:51 PM
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2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

Unmitigated Construction

Date: 12/19/2013 4:51 PM

ROG NOx CO 502 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugdive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CO2

Year Ib/day Ib/tlay

2014 _ 74.9315 - 48.7695 _ 0.0670 _ 182675 - 4.0984 ~ 21.4073 9.9840 - 3.8666 _ 12.8727 ~ 0.0000 -6,843]32-6,843732€ 16604 .0000 :6,878.599

~

4 4

~

7

Total 7.3833 74.9315 48.7695 0.0670 18.2675 4.0984 21.4073 9.9840 3.8666 12.8727 0.0000 6,843.732 6,843.732 1.6604 0.0000 6,878.599

4 4 7

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugdive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

PM1D PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CO2

Year Iblday Iblday

2014 33 � 74.9315 = 48.7695 - 0.0670 _ 72470 _ 4.0984 _ 10.3869 3.9263 - 3 8666 - 6.8150 _ 0.0000 '6.843732 � 6,843.732 = 1.6604 -. 0.0000 -.6.878.599

~

4 4 7

Total 7.3833 74.9315 48.7695 0.0670 72470 4.098d 10.3869 3.9263 3.8666 6.8150 0.0000 6,843.732 6,843.732 1.6604 0.0000 fi,878.599

4 4 7

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- Tatai CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CO2

Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 60.33 0.00 51.48 60.67 0.00 47.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Reduction
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3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days Num Days Phase Description
Week

1 =Clear and Grub Site 'Site Preparation `1/1/2014 `2/13/2014 _ 5 32`

?Rough Grade/Demo =Grading 2/14/2014 .3/31/2014 ~ 5 32_ - --

3 Excavate Trenches

_Install GCL+Cap

_Trenching

Grading

_4/1/2014

_5/15/2014

X5/14/2014

:7/21/2014

5~

- 5_

32_

48_

Cement Treated Soil _Grading `7/22/2014 -8/12/2014 � 5~ 16'

_AC Paving =Paving 8/13/2014 =8!3112014 � 5_ 13=

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase: 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0

Date: 12/19/2013 4:51 PM

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating — sgft)

OffRoad Eauiament

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

6ccavate Trenches iAir Compressors - 1 i 8.00_ 78~ 0.4

Excavate Trenches _Generator Sets '- 1 8.00_ 84~ 074

Clear and Grub Site .Rubber Tired Dozers '- 3~ 8.00 255? 0.4

Rough Grade/Demo Rubber Tired Dozers t 8.00; 255: 0.4

Rough GradelDemo =Tractors/Loadere/Backhoes 3 8.00 97 0.37

Excavate Trenches Greders 1~ 8.00€ 174 0.41

6ccavate Trenches _Plate Compactors 1 ~ 8.00 8~ 0.4
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Excavate Trenches _Pumps - 1= 8.00_ 84_ 07

Excavate Trenches

ExpvateTrenches

-- - 'Rough Terrain Forklifts _

_Scrapers _

1`

2_

8.00

8.00;

100'

361_

0.4

0.4

Excavate Trenches sTractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2€ 8.00"s 97 0.37

C Paving --- - - - - -- Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes _ 1s 8.00_ 97_ 0.37

Install GCL+Cap ;Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3~ 8.00. 97_ 0.37

C Paving :Paving Equipment

`

1i 8.00 130€
'

0.3

Rough GradelDemo Excavators 1 8.00_ 162_
_

0.38

Install GCL+Cap

Cement Treated Soil

€F~ccavators

_6ccavators -

1'

1 _

8.00'

8.00_

162'

162€

0.3

D 38

Rough Grade/Demo

InstaIIGCL+Cap

`Graders

_Graders

1 ~

1~

8.00_

8.00_

174_

174

0.41

0.41

Cement Treated Soil Greders 1 ~ 8.00' 174. 0.41

C Paving

C Paving

_Pavers

=Cement and Mortar Mixers

1

1 ~

6.00.

6.00_

125;

9_

0.4

0.5

C Paving €Rollers - 1' 7.00':. 80~ 0.3

Install GCL+Cap _Rubber Tired Dozers _ 1 6.00_ 255 0.4

Cement Treated Soil

Cement Treated Soil

_Rubber Tired Dozers €

TradorslLoaderslBackhoes

1 ~

3€

B.00i

8.00?

2551

97~

0.4

0.37

gear and Grub Site Tractors/Loaders/Badchoes = 4' 8.00. 97 0.37

Trios and VMT

Date: 12/19/2013 4:51 PM

Phase Name Offroad Equipment
Count

Worker Trip
Number

Vendor Trip
Number

Hauling Trip
Number

Worker Trip
Length

Vendor Trip Hauling Trip
Length Length

Worker VehiGe
Class

Vendor
Vehide
Class

Hauling
VehiGe
Class

Clear and Grub Site - T 18.00_ O.00i 0.00[ 1470_ 6.90€ 20.00~LD Mix ~HDT Mix -HHDT

Rough Grade/Demo _ 6_ 16.00_ 0.00- 0.00_ 14]03 6.90 20.00_LD_Mix ~HDT_Mix =HHDT

6ccavateTrenches � 10_ 26.00€ 0.00_ 0.00 1470= 6.90E 20.00_LD Mix ~HDT Mix €HHDT
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Install GCL+Cap - 6' 16.00- 0.00_ 625.00_ 1470- 6.90. 50.00?LD_Mix -HDT_Mix HHDT

Cement Treated Soil =
'

-- - 6i
_

16.00'
_

0.00
_

0.00'
~

14.70:

_

6.90_

_

20.00`LD Mix `HDT Mix 'HHDT

C Paving - 5 14.00_ 0.00_ 0.00_ 1470; 6.90= 20.00~LD_Mix '-HDT_Mix -HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Water Exposed Area

Clean Paved Roads

3.2 Clear and Grub Site - 2014

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive
PM10

6chaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugkive
PM2.5

6chaust
PM2.5

P 2.
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/tlay Ib/tlay

FugHive Dust - - 18.0663 0.0000 18.0663 9. 307 _ .000 - 9.9307 - _ D.0000 `: 0.0000

Off Road - 52910 ~ 57.6198 ;429609 0.0391 � 3.1377 3.1377 _

~

28867 2.8867

~

'4,155.891.4,155.891
'- 4

~

- 1.2287
4

a ?4,181.681
'- 7

Total 5.2970 57.6198 42.9609 0.0391 78.0663 3.1377 21.2040 9.9307 2.8867 12.8174 4,155.891
4

4,155.891 1.2281
4

4,181.681
7
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Unmitigated Construction Offsite

Date: 12/19/2013 4:51 PM

ROG N x ugdive
PM1D

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

haust
PM2.5 Total

io- C 2 NBio-
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N20 C 2e

Category Iblday Ib/day

Hauling e 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 i D.00 € 0. 00 0 � 0 ~ 0.0000 ~ i 0.0000 i 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 0.0000

- - --Vendor 00000 00000 ~ 00000 -= 0.0000 -= 0.0000 0.0000: 0.0000 0.0000 00000 - 00000 ? _ 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 f 0.0000 _ 0.0000

- Worker 0.1030 0.1374 - 1.4386

~

s 2.4700e-
003

0.2012

~

i 2.1500e-
003

~

02D34 i 0.0534 € 1.9700e-
003

~

= 0.0553

~

= 2?2.6779 = 2?2.6779

~

' 0.0142 _ _222.9764

Total 0.1030 0.1374 7.1386 2.4700e-
003

0.2012 2.1500e-
003

0.2034 0.0534 1.9700e-
003

0.0553 222.6779 222.8779 0.0142 222.9764

Mitigated Construction On-Site

Ox CO SO Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM70
Tolal

Fugitive
PM2.5

F~chaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio-0O2 NBio-
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category I /tlay Iblday

FugRive Dust _ a ? 7.0458 0.0000 7.0458 3.8730 0.0000 3.8 3 - .00 - € 0.0000

Off-Road 52910 57.6198
'-

i 42.9609

~

~ 0.0391

~

[ s 3.1377 - 3.1377

~

-

~

~ 2.8867

~

- 2.8867

~

0.0000

~

=4.155.891
'- 4

_4,155.891 _ 12281
4 �

_ _4,181.681
� - 7

Total 5.2970 57.6198 42.9609 0.0391 7.0158 3.1377 10.1836 3.8730 2.8867 6.7597 0.0000 4,155.891
4

4,155.891 1.2281
4

4,767.681
7
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Mitigated Construction Off-Site

Date: 12/19/2013 4:51 PM

RO NOx CO S02 Fugitive
PM70

F~chaust
PM70

PM10
Total

Fugkive
PM2.5

6chaust
PM2.5

2.5 Bio- CO2
Total

NBio-
CO2

Total CO2 CF44 N20 CO2e

Category 16lday Ih/tlay

Hauling e 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 0. € 0.0000 _ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 ~ .000 - s 0.0000 i 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 i € 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 _ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 0.0000 -- 0.0000 - -_ 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 _ 0.0000 € 0.0000 0.0000 = 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 0.0000

Worker - 0.1030 0.1374 '- 1.4386 2.4700e- _
003

~

0.2012 2.1500e- €
003

~ ~

02034 _ 0.0534 €

~

1.9700e- '
003

0.0553
�

_ 2226779 - 222.6779 -
'-

0.0142 ~~~~ m~mm~ - 222.9764
� _

Total 0.1030 0.1374 1.4386 2.4700e-
003

0.2012 2.1500e-
003

0.2034 0.0534 1.9700e-
003

0.0553 222.6779 222.6779 0.0142 222.9764

3.3 Rough Grade/Demo - 2014

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO 2 Fugitive Exhaust
PM 10 PM70

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

6chaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
TMaI

Bio- CO2 NBio-
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day 16/tlay

Fugitive Dust _ _ 0 € 2 € .0000 3.3675 0.0000 _ - 0.0000

Ofi-Road _ 3.8669 € 41.0997 ? 26.7538 ~

~

0.0298
_

2.3714
'-

23714
-

- 2.1817 €

~

2.7817 "s :3,162.426 ~ 3,162.426 _ 0.9345
6 6

~ ~

3,162.051
8

Total 3.8669 41.0997 26.7538 0.0298 6.5523 2.3714 8.9238 3.3675 2.1817 5.5492 3,162.426 3,162.426 0.9345
6 6

3,782.057
6
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Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

Date: 12/19/2013 4:51 PM

OG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBia Total CO2 CH4 2 CO e
PM70 PM70 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CO2

ategory / ay Ib/day

Hauling e .000 € 0.0 0 s 0.0000 € 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 0.0000 i ~ 0.0000 0.0000 € 0.0000 _ - .0000

m Vendor � 0.0000 0.0000 i 0.0000 _ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 € 0.0000 _ 0.0000 0.0000 ? _ 0.0000 s 0.0000 € 0.0000 € 0.0000

Worker 0.0916 _ 0.1221 _ 12787 - 2.1900e- = 0.1788 ~ 1.9200e- = 0.1808 - 0.0474 17500e- = 0.0492 _ 197.9359` 197.9359' 0.0126 _ _ 1982012

~

003 � � 003 - � 003 � � � -

~TMaI 0.0916 0.1221 7.2787 2.1900e- 0.1788 7.9200e- 0.1808 0.0474 1.7500e- 0.0192 197.9358 197.9359 0.0126 198.2012
003 003 003

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO ugitrve
PM10

x gust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

F~chaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

ugRive Dust - 5 .0 0 .5 54 ~ 1.31 3 i .00 _ 1. 1 ~ 0.00 0 i 0.0 0

Off-ROatl _ 3.8669 _ 41.0997 ~ 26.7538 _ 0.0298 2.3714 _ 2.3714 = 2.1817

~

2.1817 0.0000 =3,162.426.3,162.426 0.9345 i j3,182.051

Togl 3.8689 41.0997 28.7538 0.0298 2.5554 2.3714 4.9289 7.3133 2.1817 3.495 0.0000 3,162.426 3,162.426 0.9315
6 6

3,182.051
8
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Mitigated Construction Off-Site

Date: 12/19/2013 4:51 PM

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive
PM10

F~chaust
PM10

P 1 D
Total

ugilive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/tlay IWday

auling - .0000 € 0.0 00 0.0000 _ 0.0000 € 0.0000 :0.0000 € 0.0000 € 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 s 0.0000 0.0000 i 0.0000 i ~ 0.0000

Vendor 0 0000 = 0 0000 = 0 0000 O.D000 _ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 0 0000 _ 0 0000 ~ 0.0000 D 0000 _ '= 0.0000 0.0000 O.D000 0.0000

Worker _ 0.0916

~ ~

0.1221 -

~

12787 _ 2.7900e-
003

€ 0.1788

~

_ 1.9200e- €
003

0.1808 _ 0.0474
�

� 17500e-
� 003

= 0.0492 - = 197.9359 = 197.9359 = 0.0126 ' 1982012

ToWI 0.0916 0.1221 1.2787 2.1900e-
003

0.1788 7.9200e-
003

0.1808 0.0474 1.7500e-
003

0.0492 197.9359 197.9359 0.0126 198.2012

3.4 Excavate Trenches - 2014

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive 6chaust PM70 Fugdive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio-0O2 NBio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 W2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CO2

Category Iblday Ib/day

OiF Roatl � 2345 = 74. 330 i 46 697 .063 = 4.0953 - 4.0953 3.8637 = 3.8637 _ _6,522.086]6,522.086 ~ 1.6398 ? 6,556.522

~ ~ ~

6 6

~

8

Total 7.2345 74.7330 46.6915 0.0635 4.0953 4.0953 3.8637 3.8637 6,522.086 6,522.086 1.6398 6,556.522
fi 6 8
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Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

Date: 12/19/2013 4:51 PM

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM70
Total

Fugdive
PM2.5

6chaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N20 02e

Category Iblday Iblday

Hauling ,_ 0.0000 = 0.0000 0.0000: 0.0000 0.0000 s 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 i i 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 [ 0.0000 = i 0.0000

Vendor :: 0 0000 3 0 0000 s 0 0000 _ 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0 000 0 0000 - 0 0000 _ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
_...

� 0.0000

Worker
_ 

0.1488 ~ 0.1984
_

- 2.0779
_

= 3.5600e-
_

003

` 02906

�
' 3.7100e-
- 003

~

~ 0.2937 0.0771

~

€ 2.8400e-

003

~

= 0.0799 = 321.6458 = 321.6458
_

' 0.0205
_

_ [ 322.0770

~ ~Total 0.1489 0.1984 2.0779 3.5600e-

003

0.2906 3.1100e-

003

0.29J7 0.0771 2.8400e-

003

0.0799 321.6458 321.6458 0.0205 322.0770

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugdive 6c~aust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM70 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CO2

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Off-Road :i 72345 i 74.7330 46.6915 ', 0.0635 _ 4.0953 4.0953 ! 3.8637 -; 3.8637 ! 0.0000 =6,5 .OB _ 6, 2.086 t 1.6398 .6,556.522
6 6 7

Total 72343 74.7330 46.6915 0.0635 4.0953 4.0953 3.8637 3.8637 0.0000 6,522.086 6,522.086 1.6398 6,556.522
6 6 7
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Mitigated Construction OffSite

Date: 12/19/2013 4:51 PM

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

6chaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling ~ 0.0000 0.0000 € 0.0000 "s 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 0 - _ - 0. 0 i .0 - 0. : 0.0000

Vendor 0 0000 _ 0 0000 € 0 0000 € 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 - 0.0000 0 0000 D D000 0 0000 - _ 0 0000 - `= 0.0000 � 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker - 0.1488 _ 0.1984 _
-
2.0779 = 3.5600e- _

003
02906 = 3.1100e-

003
_ 02937 € 0.0771

~

= 2.8400e-
003

~

0.0799 _

~

= 321.6458 _ 321.6458 _ 0.0205
= -

= 322.0770

Total 0.1488 0.1984 2.0779 3.5600e-
003

0.2906 3.1100e-
003

0.2937 0.0771 2.8400e-
003

0.0799 321.6458 321.6458 0.0205 322.0770

3.5 Install GCL+Cap - 2014

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBia
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

alegory Ib/tlay Ib/tlay

ugilive Dust _ - - [ 6.5641 i 0.0000 ! 6.5 41 _ 3.3693 i 0.00 0 i .3 93 i € 0.0000 € i 0.0000

OR-Road _ 3.8669 € 41.0997

~ ~

; 26.7538 _ 0.0298 i € 2.3714 i 2.3714 _ 2.1617 2.1817 i ;3,762.426.3,162.426] 0.9345
6 6

_ '3,182.051
8

Total 3.8669 41.0997 26.7538 0.0298 6.5641 2.3774 8.9356 3.3693 2.1817 5.5570 3,162.426 3,162.426 0.9345
6 6

3,182.051
8
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Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

Date: 12/19/2013 4:51 PM

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugftive Exhausi PM10 Fugitive Exhaust M io- N io- otal CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CO2

Category Ib day ID/tlay

Hauling e 0.5959 11.7073:5.4362 € 0.0240 € 0.5663 ~ 0.2181 s 07844 0.1550 _ 02006 _ .3 - ,468.042 0.0212 z €2,46 .
' '- 3 - 3 - = 0

- Vendor _ 0.0000 € 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 € 0.0000 € 0.0000 € 0.0000 _ 0.0000 s 0.0000 0.0000 - - 0.0000 � 0.0000 0.0000 _ _ 0.0000--

Worker - 0.0916 ' 0.1221 ~ 12787 ~ 2.1900e- ; 0.1788 ? 1.9200e- ~ 0.1808 [ 0.0474 - 17500e- _ 0.0492 = 197.9359 _ 197.9359 = 0.0126 i _ 798.2012
- 003 - '- 003 003

Total 0.6875 17.8294 6.7749 0.0262 0.7457 0.2200 0.9657 0.2024 0.2024 0.4048 2,665.978~2,665.978~ 0.0339 2,666.689

2 2 2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

G x ugitive xhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio-0O2 NBio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CO2

Category Ib/day Iblday

FugNive Dusl I - i 2.5600 i 0.0000 i 2.5600 € 1.3140 0.0000 - 1.3140 0.0000 i 0.0000

Off-Roatl 3.8669 41.0997 _ 26.7538 _ 0.0298 2.3714 - 2.3714 _ _ 2.1817 € 2.1817 € 0.0000 j3,162.426 3,162.426[ 0.9345 :3,182.051
-

~

- -

~ ~

6 6 8

Total 3.8669 41.0997 26.7538 0.0298 2.5600 2.3714 .9375 7.140 2.1817 3.4957 0.0000 3,762.426 3,162.26 0.9345 3,182.051
6 6 8
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Mitigated Construction Off-Site

Date: 12/19/2013 4:51 PM

ROG NOx CO 02 ugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugdive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM70 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CO2

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling e 0.5959 ~ 11.7073 € 5.4362 i 0.0240 ~ 0.5663 € 02181 ~ 0]844 i 0.15 - 8.042; 6 0. 12 i ;2,468.468
'- 3 3 0

Vendor _ 0 0000 _ 0 0000 € 0 0000 _ 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 0 0000 _ 0 0000 0 0000 =- 0.0000 - 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 - 0.0000

Worker _ 0 0916 - 0 1221 ~ 1.2787' 2.1900e- _ 0.1788 = 1.9200e- = 0 1808 0 0474 - 17500e- ~ 00492 - ° 197.9359. 7 97.9359' 0.0126 = - 1982012
003 003 003 _

~

_ -

Total 0.6875 71.8294 6.7149 0.0262 0.7451 0.2200 0.9657 0.2024 0.2024 0.4048 2,665.978 2,665.976 0.0339 2,666.669
2 2 2

3.6 Cement Treated Soii - 2014

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive
PM10

F~chaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

6chaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Fugdive Dust - - _ - 6.5523 0.0000 6.5523 3.3675 i 0.0000 i 3.3675 i i 0.0000 i - ! 0.0000

Off-ROatl _ 3.8669 _ 41.0997

~

=26.7538;

~ ~

0.0298 _ 2.3714

~ ~

_ 2.3714 i 2.1817 _ 2.1817 i j3,i62.426~3,i62.426~ 0.9345
6 6

i '3,182.051
8

Total 3.8669 41.0997 26.7538 0.0298 6.5523 2.3714 8.9238 3.3675 2.1817 5.5492 3,162.626 3,162.426 0.9345
6 6

3,182.051
8
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Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

Date: 12/19/2013 4:51 PM

NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- Total CO2 CFI4 N 02e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CO2

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling ~ 0. 0 = .0 _ 0. 000 € 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 € 0.0000 € 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 € _ 0.0000 € 0.0000 _ 0.00 .0000

Vendor - 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 _ 0.0000 € 0.0000 € 0.0000 _ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 € 0.0000 € 0.0000 ~ _ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 s 0.0000 - _ - - 0.0000

Worker � 0.0916 1 0.1221 € 12787 _ 2.1900a _ 0.1788 - 1.9200e- s 0.7808_ _ 0.0474 - 1.7500a ; 0.0492 ':- _ 797.9359 € 197.9359_ € 0.0126 - = 1982012

~

003

~

= 003 - - - 003

~Total 0.0916 0.1221 1.2787 2.190 - 0.7788 1.9200e- 0.1808 0.0474 7.7500e- 0.0492 19 .9359 797.9359 0.0126 198.2012
003 003 003

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive
PM10

haust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM25

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ibltlay Ib/tlay

Fugdive ust - _ 2. 554 ~ 0.0000 i 2. 554 i 1.3133 ~ 0.0000 ~ 13133 i .0000 ? € € 0.0000

Off-Roatl _ 3.8669 _ 41.0997 _ 26.7538 j 0.0298 ~ 2.3714 € 2.3714 € _ 2.1817 ~ 2.1817

'-

_ 0.0000 3,162.426]3,162.426] 0.9345

_ 6 6 -
_ _3,182.051

8

Total 3.8669 41.0997 26.7538 0.0298 2.5554 2.3714 4.9269 7.3133 2.787 3.49 7 0.0000 3,162.426 3,162.426 0.9345
6 6

3,182.051
8
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Mitigated Construction Off-Site

Date: 12/19/2013 4:51 PM

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive
PM10

E~chaust
PM70

10
Total

ugitive
PM2.5

Erzhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio-C 2 NBio-
CO2

TWaI CO2 C N20 CO2e

Category Ib/tlay Ib/tlay

Hauling e 0. _ - .000 _ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 7 0.0000 z 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 s 0.0000 i i 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 € i 0.0000

Ventlor _ 0 OOW 0 0000 . -- 0 0000 0.0000 _ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 0 0000 _ 0 0000 ~ 0.0000 ~ 0 0000 0.0000 0.0000 _ 0.0000 i 0.0000

Worker 0.0916

~

0.1221 ~ 1.2787 _

~ ~

2.1900e-
003

~

_ 0.1788 € 1.9200e-
003

_ 0.1808 0.0474 -
�

17500e-
003

= 0.0492 = 197.9359 = 197.9359 = 0.0126 s 1982012

Total 0.0916 0.1221 1.2787 2.1900e-
003

0.1788 1.9200e-
003

0.1808 0.0474 7.7500e-
003

0.0492 197.9359 197.9359 0.0126 198.2012

3.7 AC Paving - 2014

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

G NOx CO S02 Fugitive
PM10

F~haust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugdive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/tlay

Off-Roatl Ii 1.42 14. 879 .929 0.0132 0.9104
_

0.9104 € 0.8385
�

0.8385 3 :1,386.1061,386.106€ 0.4024
- 6 6 =

;1,394.557
3

Paving 0.3325 _ 0.0000 =

~

0.0000 _ ~ 0.0000 €

~ ~

0.0000 _ s 0.0000 - [ 0.0000

Total 7.7528 14.9879 9.0929 0.0132 0.9104 0.9104 0.8385 0.8385 7,386.106 1,386.106 0.6024
6 6

1,394.557
3
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Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

Date: 12/19/2013 4:51 PM

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

6chaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/tlay

Hawing ~ 0.0000 € 0.0000 i 0.0000 0.0000 i 0.0000 0.0000 _ 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 [ i 0.0000 ', 0.0000 - 0.0000 _ 0.0000

Vendor 0 0000 _ 0 0000 s 0 0000 _ 0.0000 = 0.0000 - 0.0000 - 0.0000 3 0.0000 0.0000 € 0 0000 - 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 € -- 0.0000

~WOrker -- ~ 0.0801

~

_ 0 1089 ~ 1 1189 € 1.9200e-

'- 003

= 0.1565 € 1.6800e
003

~

- 0.1582 0.0415 € 1 5300e-

003

~

= 00430

~

= 773.1939 _ 173.1939
-

= 0.0111

~

€ 173.4261-

Total 0.0801 0.1069 1.1189 1.9200e-

003

0.1565 1.6800e-

003

0.582 0.0415 1.5300e-

003

0.0430 173.1939 173.1939 0.0111 177.4261

Mitivated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive
PM 10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Totai

Bio- CO2 NBio-
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Off-Road _ 1.4202 i 14.9879 � 13 _ 0.9104 0.9104 ? ? 0.8385 ? 0. 3 5 ? 0.0000 =1, 6.1 _1,386.106;
6 6

#1,394.557
3

Pawng _ 0.3325 _

~

- ' 0.0000

~

0.4000 € D 0000

~

0 0000 _ ~ 0.0000 - 1 0.0000

Total 1.7528 14.9879 9.0929 0.0132 0.9104 0.9104 0.8385 0.8385 0.0000 1,366.1061,386.106
6 6

0.4024 1,394.557
3
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Mitigated Construction Off-Site

Date: 12/19/2013 4:51 PM

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugkive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio-0O2 NBio-
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Iblday Ib/day

Hau ing s; 0.0000 0.0000 ~ 0.0000: 0.00 ~ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 _ _ 0.0000 € 0.0 00 € - € 0.0000

Ventlor 0.0000 =
_ _
0 0000 ~

_ _
0 0000

_ _
0.0000 =

__
0.0000 � -0.0000- 0 0000 - 0 0000 -~ 0 0000 -0.0000 = -- - - - _ -- 0.0000 =- 0.0000 - 0.0000-- - _ 0.0000

_ __ _

Worker 0.0801 ____
_
0.1069 ____

�
1.1189 ____

�
1.9200e- ____
003 -

0.1565 _ 1.6800e-
003

- 0.1582

~ ~

€ 0.0415

~

€ 1.5300e-
003

`: 0.0430 _ 173.1939

~ ~

€ 173.1939 ~ 0.0171_

~

= 173.4261_ __ __ __ _

~TMaI 0.0801 0.1069 1.1189 1.9200e-
003

0.1565 1.6800e-
003

0.1582 0.0415 1.5300e-
003

0.0430 173.1939 173.1939 0.0111 173.4261
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Helen Keller Park Addendum

Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surtace Area Population

ity Park _ 4.95 ~ Acre ~ 4~ 215,622.00 _ 0

Parking Lot ~ 1.65 ~ - -- Acre ~ 1.65 ~ 71,87400 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban wnd Speed (m/s) 22 Precipitation Freq (Days) 33

Climate Zone 8 Operational Year 2014

Utility Company Los Angeles Department of Water 6 Power

CO21Mensity 1227.89 CH4lntensity 0.029 N201ntensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (16/MV11hr) (Ib/MVHhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments 8Non-Default

Project Characteristics -

Land Use - Estimated capped area

Construction Phase - Construction phases estimated from draft schedule

Off-road Equipment -

Off-road Equipment -

Off-road Equipment - Trenching equipment estimated from drainage/utilities/subgrade phase in SMAQMD Roadway Construction Emissions Model,
Version 7.1.5.1 (December 2013).
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Off-road Equipment -

Off-road Equipment -

Off-road Equipment - Equipment listed estimated for paved area greater than or equal to 2 acres (rounded up from 1.65 acres).

Grading -

Trips and VMT - Vendor trips added to account for water trucks; hauling trip length is maximum expected haul distance.

Energy Use -

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Watering required by SCAQMD Rule 403

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 13.00

tblConstructionPhase _ NumDays € 20.00 -- - 4800

tblConstructionPhase - NumDays 10.00 32.00

tblConstrudionPhase NumDays - 20.00 � 16.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays _ 20.00 _ 32.00

tblConstrudionPhase = PhaseEndDate � 8/29/2014 - 8/31/2014

tblEnergyUse LightingElect - 0.88 0.88

tblGrading MatenallmpoRed - 0.00 5,000.00

tbIOfFRoadEquipment LoadFactor � 0.41 � 0.41

tblOffRoadEquipment ~ - Load Factor _ 0.40 - 0.40

tblOffROadEquipment - LoadFacror 0.48 0.48

tblOffRoadEquipment _ LoadFactor 0.37 0.37

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.37 = 0.37

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor _ 0.36 _ 0.36

tbI0lfRoadEquipment LoadFactor _ 0.38 _ 0.38

tblOffRoadEquipment - OffRoadEquipmentType Air Compressors

tblOffRoadEquipment - OffRoadEquipmentType Generator Sets

tblOffRoadEquipment - OffRoadEquipmentType Graders

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType - - Plate Compactors

Date: 12/19/2013 4:53 PM
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tbIOfFRoadEquipment - OffRoadEquipmentType Pumps

tblOffRoatlEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType ' - Rough Terrain Forkl'rfts

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Scrapers

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType _ Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

-- tbIOfFRoadEquipment -g- - - OffRoadEquipmentType - _ Tractors/LoaderslBackhoes

tblOffRoadEquipment - OffRoadEquipmentType - Paving Equipment

tblOtfRoadEquipment _ OffRoadEquipmentType Paving Equipment = Cement and Mortar Mixers

tbIOfFRoadEquipment

tblOifRoadEquipment

_ OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount _

OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount -

2.00

2.00

_ 1.00

- 1.00

tbI0ltRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount = 2.00 - 1.00

tblOifRoadEquipment UsageHours _ 8.00 _ 6.00

tblOffRoadEquipment ' UsageHours 8.00 7.00

tblTnpsAndVMT '- HaulingTripLength - 20.00 _ 50.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber - 15.00 _ 16.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber _ 25.00 26.00

tblTnpsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 15.00 16.00

tblTnpsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 15.00 16.00

tblTnpsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 13.00 14.00

Date: 12/19/2013 4:53 PM
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2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

Unmitigated Construction

Date: 12/19/2013 4:53 PM

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CO2

Year Ib/day Ib/day

2D14 ?€ 7.3770 7 74.9120 _ 48.8891 _ 0.067 € 1 2675 _ .09&4 _ 21.4073 _ 9.9840 _ 3.8666 s 12.8727 _ 0.0000 _6,862.819;6,862.819€ 1.6604 0.0000 ?6,897.686

~ ~

4 4

~ ~

7

Total 7.3770 74.9120 48.8897 0.0672 18.2675 4.0984 21.4073 9.9840 3.8666 12.8727 0.0000 6,862.819 6,862.879 7.6604 0.0000 6,897.686
4 4 7

Mkiaated Construction

ROG NOx O S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio-0O2 N io- TotaICO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM70 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CO2

Year Ib/day Ib/tlay

2014 __ 7.3770 i 74.9120 i 48.8891 _ 0.0672 4 0 € 4.0984 10.3869' 3.9263 3.8666 _ 6.8150 € 0.0000 _6,862.819 €6,662.819_ 1.6604 0.0000 j6,897.686

~

4 4

~ ~

7

ToSal 7.3770 74.9120 48.8891 0.0672 7.2470 4.0984 10.3889 3.9263 3.8666 6.8150 0.0000 6,862.819 6,662.819 1.6604 0.0000 6,897.686
4 4 7

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM~O Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio-0O2 NBio- TMaI CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total COT

Percent 0.00 O.DO 0.00 0.00 60.33 0.00 51.48 60.67 0.00 47.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0,00 0.00
Reduction
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3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase Phase Name
Number

Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days Num Days Phase Description
Week

1 'Clear and Grub Site 'Site Preparation ?1/1/2014 2/13/2014 5 32'

Rough Grade/Demo ;Grading 2/14!2014 =3/31!2014 5 37

;Excavate Trenches Trenching =4/1/2014 .5/14!2014 5~ 32_

]Install GCL+Cap sGrading X5/15/2014 X7/21/2014 5_ 48_

iCementTreated Soil :Grading ~7/22/2D14 X8/12/2014 5 16

'AC Paving _Paving `8/13/2014 .8/31/2014 _ 5 13

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0

Date: 12/19/2013 4:53 PM

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating — sgft)

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

F~ccavate Trenches _Air Compressors 1? 8.00_ 78_ 0.4

Excavate Trenches °Generaror Sets - 1 ~ 8.00' 84 07

Clear and Grub Site _Rubber Tired Dozers - 3_ 8.00- 255_ 0.4

Rough Grade/Demo _Rubber Tired Dozers _ 1 ~ 8.00_ 255; 0.4

Rough Grade/Demo _Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3~ 8.00_ 97' 0.37

Excavate Trenches €Graders - 1s B.00s 174 0.41
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Excavate Trenches 'Plate Compactors - 1 8.00' 8- 0.43

Excavate Trenches _Pumps _ 1 8 00_ 84~ ~ 0 74

F~ccavate Trenches Rough Terrain Forklifts - 1= 8.00. 100; 0.40

F~ccavate Trenches €Scrapers 2 8.00. 361 _ 0.48

cavate Trenches _Tractors/Loaders/Badchoes _ - - 2_ 8.00. 97- 0.37

C Paving -Tractors/LOaderslBackhoes - 1 8.00. 97- 0.37

Install GCL+Cap €Tradors/Loaders/Backhoes - 3 8.00 97~ 0.37

CPaving _Paving Equipment 1_ 800_ 130_ 0.36

Rough Grede/Demo 'Excavators 1' 8.00` 162' 0.38

Install GCL+Cap _Expvators _ 1' 8.00_ 162? 0.38

Cement Treated Soil -Excavators - 1€ 8.00_ 162s 0.38

Rough GradelDemo _Graders - 1' 8.00= 174_ 0.41

Install GCL+Cap .Graders 1~ 8.00_ 174_ 0.41

Cement Treated Soil .Graders 1 s 8.00_ 174_ 0.41

C Paving `Pavers 1 6.00 125= 0.42

C Paving .Cement and Mortar Mixers 1
€

6.00
a

9 0.56

CPaving _Rollers _ 1~ 7.00_ 80_
_.

0.38

Install GCL+Cap .Rubber Tired Dozers _ 1 ~ 8.00. 255_ 0.40

Cement Treated Soil 'Rubber Tired Dozers 1- 8.00- 255: 0.4

Cement Treated Soil _Trectors/Loaders/Backhoes 3~ 8.00 97 0.3

Clear and Grub Site
_ __ _. __

- Trectors/Loaders/Backhoes € 4- - 8 00_ 97_ 0.3

Date: 12/19/2013 4:53 PM
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Trips and VMT

Date: 12/19/2013 4:53 PM

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Worker Trip Vendor Trip Hauling Trip Worker Trip Vendor Trip Hauling Trip Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling
Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class VehiGe Vehide

Class Class

Clear and Grub Site ~ 7' 18.00` 0.00_ 0.00 14.70. 6.90' 20.00'LD Mix 'HDT Mix iHHDT

Rough Grede/Demo 6= 16.00':. 0.00':. 0.00' 14.70' 6.90 20.00LD_Mix ?HDT_Mix ~HHDT

Excavate Trenches 10_ 26.00_ 0.00_ 0.00_ 1470_ 6.90_ 20.00_LD_Mix HDT_Mix -HHDT

Install GCL+Cap _ 6 16.00_ 0.00 625.00. 14.70; 6.90_ 50.00_LD_Mix ~HDT_Mix _HHDT

Cement Treated Soil - 6_ 16.00- 0.00_ 0.00; 1470_ 6.90_ 20.00~LD Mix ~HDT Mix _HHDT

C Paving 5~ 14.00 0.00_ 0.00_ 14.70. 6.90_ 20.00LD_Mix ~HDT_Mix €HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Water Exposed Area

Clean Paved Roads

3.2 Clear and Grub Site - 2014

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG N x CO S02 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugkive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.
Total

io- CO io-
CO2

Total CO2 C CO2e

Category Ib ay IWday

FugRive Dust _ _ _ 18.0663 0.0000 € 18. 663 _ .9 ~ 0. 30 � � _ 0.0000 � -

OR-ROatl 52910 57.6198 42.9609

~

- 0.0391 ~

~

~ 3.1377 3.7377 _ 2.8867

~

~ 2.8867 ?

~

_4,155.891 _4,155.891 _ 12281 _ .4,187.681

ToWI 5.2910 57.6198 42.9609 0.0391 18.0663 3.1377 21.2040 9.9307 2.8867 12.8174 4,156.887
4

4,155.897 1.2281
4

4,187.681
7
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Unmitigated Construction Off-Ske

Date: 12/19/2013 4:53 PM

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive
PM70

haust
PM70

P 70
Total

Fugdive
PM2.5

6chaust
PM2.5

PM2.5 Bio-
Total

CO2 NBio-
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/tlay Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 = 0.0 _ 0.000 _ 0.0000 s 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 i 0.0000 ~ 0.0 i 0. 0 0 € 0. 000 € .D 0 ~ 0.0000

Vendor-- - - - -_ 0.0000 -= 00000 =--00000 0.0000 _ 0.0000 € 0.0000 00000 i 0.0000 0.0000 '-- 0.0000 � -- - -- 0.0000 0.0000 � 0.0000- - 0.0000

Worker _ 0.0987
=

~

_ 0.1239

~

s 1 5214 €

~

2.6100e- _
003 -

02012 - 2.1500e-
003

0 2034 0 0534 1 9700e- =
003

0.0553 s 's 235.8920:235.8920

~

0.0142
-

T~236.1904
-

~ ~Total 0.0987 0.7239 1.5214 2.6700e-
003

0.2012 2.1500e-
003

0.2034 0.0534 1.9700e-
003

0.0553 235.8920 235.8920 0.0142 236.1904

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx C S02 Fugitive Enhaust
PM70 PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio-0O2 NBio-
CO2

TotaICO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category 16/day Ib/tlay

Fugdive Dust - 7.0458 0.0000 7.0458 € 3.8730 0.0000 i 3.8730 i i 0.0000 i i 0.0000

OB-Roatl 52910 576198 =42.9609= 0.0391 3.7377

~

- 31377

~

i

~

~ 28867 € 2.8867 _ 0.0000 ;4,155.8914,155.891 - 12281
s 4 4

14.181.681

'- 7

Total 5.2970 57.6198 42.9609 0.0391 7.0458 3.1377 10.7836 3.8730 2,8867 6.7597 0.0000 4,155.891 4,155.891 1.2281
4 4

4,181.681
7



CaIEEMOd Version: CaIEEMod.2013.2.2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

Date: 12/19/2013 4:53 PM

ROG NOx CO Fugitive
PM70

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugdive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day ID/day

Hauling e 0. 000 _ 0.0000 t 0.0000 ~ 0.00 0. - 0 0 € 0.0 0 _ 0.000 s 0. [ 0.0000 s 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 _ - 0.0000

Vendor =- -OA000 0.0000 ~ x.0000 0.0000 = 0.0000 _ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 =--0.0000 3 O.OWD € 0.0000 a i 0.0000 O.o000 € 0.0000 _ - -- _ O.000O

- Worker E 0.0987 _ 0.1239 ~ 1.5214 2.6100o-
003

02012

~

_ 2.1500e-
003

~

_ 02034 0 0534

~

€ 1.9700e-
003

_ 0.0553
-

- _235.8920 235.8920
_ ~ -

' 0.0142 _ 236.1904

~Total 0.0987 0.1239 1.5214 2.6100e-
003

0.2012 2.150
003

0.2034 0.0534 1.9700e-
003

0.0553 235.8920 235.8920 0.0142 236.1904

3.3 Rough Grade/Demo - 2014

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust
PM10 PM10

PM10
Total

Fugdive
PM2.5

Eehaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category I day Iblday

Fugdive Dust - € 6. 523 0.0000 i 6.5523 s 3.3875 i 0.0000 _ 3. 75 i .0 0.0000

Off-ROatl 38669 _ 410997 267538 0.0298 s 2.3774
'.

€ 2.3714 € 2.1817 ~ 21817 =3,762426'3,162.426] 0.9345
6 6 '-

_3,182.051
8

Total 3.8669 41.0997 26.7538 0.0298 6.5523 2.3714 8.9238 3.3675 2.1817 5.5492 3,162.426 3,162.426 0.9345
6 6

3,182.051
8



CaIEEMod Version: CaIEEMod.2013.2.2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

Date: 12/19/2013 4:53 PM

OG Ox CO S02 Fugitive
PM70

haust
PM10

10
Total

ugdive
PM2.5

6chaust
PM2.5

M2.
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/tlay Ib/day

Hauling _ 0.0000___ € 0.0000 s 0.0000 € 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 i 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 _ 0.0000_ ___ _ 0.0000_ ___ _ € 0.0000___

Ventlor _ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 0.0000 _ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 a 0.0000 € 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 i _ 0.0000 i 0.0000 € 0.0000 _ _- 0.0000-

Worker ~ 0.0877 _
_

0.1101

�
_ 1.3523 _ 2.3200e- _

� 003 �
0.1788 s

�
1.9200e-

003

_ 0.1808

�
_ 0.0474

�
1 ]500e-

003

0.0492

-

_ s 209.6817 € 209.6817

_ -

~

€ 0.0726 _

'

~

_ 209.9471

~Total 0.0877 0.7101 1.3523 2.3200e-

003

0.1788 1.9200e-

003

0.1808 0.0474 1.7500e-

003

0.0492 209.6817 209.6817 0.0126 209.9471

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

FugRive Dust _ - - € 2.5554 0.0000 2.5554 1.3133 0.0000 1.3133 0.0000 _

Off-Roatl _ 3.8669 _ 47.0997 :26.7538

~

- 0.0298 j j 2.3714 ~ 2.3714 _

~

€ 2.1877

~

i 2.1617

~

s 0.0000

~

=3,762.426[3,162.426 = 0~9345~~~~~~~
'- 6 6

3,182.0.51
'- - 8

Total 9.8669 41.0997 28.7538 0.0298 2.5554 2.371 4.9269 1.3133 2.1817 3.4951 0.0000 3,162.426 3,162.426 0.9345
6 6

3,182.057
8



CaIEEMOd Version: CaIEEMOd.2013.2.2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

Date: 12/19/2013 4:53 PM

ROG NOx CO 502 Fugitive

PM10

Exhaust

PM10
PM10
Total

FugRive

PM2.5

Exhaust

PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-

CO2

Tolal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ih/day

Hauling - ~A000 _ 0.0000 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 - 0.0000 0.0000 € 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 = 0.0000 0.0000 i [ 0.0000

venaor = o 000o a o000 o.0000 = o.0000 o.0000 _ o:u000 0 0000 _ o 0000 ~ o.0000 o 0000 = o.0000 o.0000 - o.0000 o.0000

Worker _ 0.0877 `s 0.1101 13523 € 2.3200e-
003

~

0.1788
�

~

~ 1.9200e-
003

~

_ 0.1808 _ 0.0474 17500e-
003

~

€ 0.0492 ~ _ 209.6877 _ 209.6817 € 0.0126

~

' 209.9471

Total 0.0877 0.1101 1.3523 2.3200e-
003

0.1788 1.9200e-
003

0.1808 0.0474 1.7500e-
003

0.0492 209.6817 209.6817 0.0126 209.9471

3.4 Excavate Trenches - 2014

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive E~chaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

PM 10 PM10 Total PM25 PM2.5 Total CO2

Category Ib/tlay Ib/day

OH-Road 72345 t 4.7330 46.6915 - 0.0635 ? _ 4.0953 - 4.0953 - 3 8637 - 3.8637 _ _6,522.086'6,522.086 _ 1 6398 _ 6.556.522

~~

6

~

6

~

8

Total 7.2315 74.7330 46.6915 0.0635 4.0953 4.0953 3.8637 3.8637 6,522.086 6,522.086 1.6398 6,556.522

6 6 8



CaIEEMOd Version: CaIEEMod.2013.2.2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

Date: 12/19/20134:53 PM

R G Ox CO S02 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugdive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Iblday IWtlay

Hauling _ 0.0000 i O.D000 ~

€

0.0000 i 0.0000

s

~ 0.0000 0.0 0.0 = .000 €

,

0.0000 _ O.00W ~ € 0.00 0 ~ 0.0000 0.00 0 € _ 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 _ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 =- 0.0000 _ - 0.0000 - 0.0000 € 0.0000 _ _ 0.0000 € 0.0000 € 0.0000 _ 3 0.0000

Worker - 0.1425 ~ 0.1789

=

2.1975 37800e-

003

_ 02906

-

~

° 3.1100e- _

003 =

02937

-

~

0.0771 i

~

2.8400e- €

003

~

0.0799 - _ 340.7328 ~ 340.7328 ~

- -

~ ~

0.0205 - 341.1640

-

~Total 0.1425 0.1789 2.1975 3.7800e-

003

0.2906 3.7100e-

003

0.2937 0.0771 2.8400e-

003

0.0799 340.7328 340.7328 0.0205 341.1640

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 FugRive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CO2

Category Ib/tlay Ib/day

OK-Road - 72345 € 74.7330 :46.6915 - 0.0635 € i 4.0953 i 4.0953 i 3. 63 3.8637 0.0000 '6,522.086'6,522.086= 1.6398 '6,556.522

~

_

~ ~

- � � 6 '- 6 � - 7

Total 7.2345 74.7330 46.6915 0.0635 4.0953 4.0953 3.8637 3.8637 0.0000 6,522.086 6,522.086 1.6398 6,556.522
6 6 7



CaIEEMOd Version: CaIEEMOd.2013.2.2

Mkis~ated Construction OffSite

Date: 12/19/2013 4:53 PM

OG NOx C ugdive
PM10

xhaust
PM10

PM10
TWaI

ugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM .5
Total

Bio- CO2 N io-
CO2

Total C 2 H4 N20 CO2e

ategory /tlay ay

Hauling a 0.000 € 0.00 0 i 0.0000 ~ 0.00 0 : € 0. 000 _ 0. 000 € 0.0000 € 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 € 0.00 0 € 0.0000 i 0.000 _ 0.0000

Ventlor _ 0.0000 3 0.0000 ~ O.00DO _ 0.0000 - ~ 0.0000 0.0000 i 0.0000 _ 0.0000 € 0.0000 - 0.0000 € i 0.0000 _ 0.0000 € 0.0000 i i 0.0000

Worker _ 0.1425 _ 0.1789 2.1975 = 3.7800e-
° 003

_ 02906 _ 3.1100
003

€ 02937 i 0.0777 s 2.8400e-
003

~ 0.0799 s .3407328 _ 340.7328
~ '-

~ 0.0205 ~ _ 341.1640

Total 0.1425 0.1789 2.1975 3.7800e-
003

0.2906 3.1100e•~
003

0.2937 0.0 7 2.8400e-
003

0.0799 340.7328 340.7328 0.0205 341.1640

3.5 Install GCL+Cap - 2014

Unmitigated Construction OnSite

ROG Oz CO S02 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/tlay IWday

Fugdive Dust ~ ? 6.5641 € 0.0000 6.5641 € 3.3693 ~ 0.00 0 ~ 3.3693 _ .0 0 t i 0.0000

Off Road - 38669 410997 = 267538 = 0,0296

~

€ _ 2.3714

~ ~

~ 2.3714 ~ 2.1817 ~ 21817 _ €3,162.426!3,162.426_ 0.9345
6 6

= 3,182.051
8

Total 3.8669 41.0997 26.7538 0.0298 6.SW1 2.3714 8.9356 3.3693 2.7877 5.5510 3,762.426 3,162.426 0.9345
6 6

3,782.0.57
8



CaIEEMod Version: CaIEEMod.2013.2.2

Unmitigated Construction OffSke

Date: 12/19/2013 4:53 PM

ROG NOx CO 502 Fugitive Exhaust PM70 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CO2

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling e 0.5762 s 112838 1 5.0396 0.0240 ~ 0.5663 ~ 02178 ~ 0]841 i 0.1550 i 02003 i 0.3 53 i i2, i ,4 0.38: 0.0211 s X2,470.827
1 1 8

Vendor 0.0000 _ 0.0000 € 0.0000 i 0.0000 _ 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 - 0.0000 _0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 � � 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 ~ 0.0000

Worker � 0.0877 0.1101 € 1.3523 € 2.3200e- = 0.1788 = 1.9200e- = 0.1808 0.047417500e- = 0.0492- = 209.6877 = 209.6817 = 0.0126 = 209.9471

~

003 � - 003 = � - 003

Total 0.6639 11.3939 6.3919 0.0263 0.7451 0.2197 0.9648 0.2024 0.2021 0.4045 2,680.065 2,680.065 0.0338 2,680.714
8 8 9

Mitinated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive F~chaust
PM10 PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBia
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Iblday

FugRive Dull - - € 2.5600 0.0 i 2.5600 1.314 i 0. 00 i 1.3140 ? i 0.0 0 "s ? 0.0000

OH-ROatl _ 3.8669 ~ 41.0997 =26.7538;

~ ~ ~

0.0298 - € 2.3714 €

~ ~

2.3774 € € 2.1877 _ 2.1817 0.0000 33,162.426]3,162.426] 0.9345
6 6

i X3,182.051
8

ToWI 3.8669 41.0997 26.7538 0.0298 2.5600 2.3774 4.9315 1.3140 2.1817 3.4957 0.0000 3,162.426 3,162.426 0.9345
6 6

3,182.051
8



CaIEEMOd Version: CaIEEMOd.Z013.2.2

Mitivated Construction Off-Site

Date: 12/19/2013 4:53 PM

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugdive 6chaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

PM 10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CO2

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling ~ 0.5762 112838 i 5.0396 € 0.024 € 0.5663 _ 02178 0.7841 - 0.1550 02003 0.3553 2 470.384 i 2,470.384 ~ 0.0211 i € 2,4 0.827
_ _ _ - 1 1 B

Vendor _ 0 0000 € 0 0000 _ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 0.0000 € 0.0000 0 0000 _ 0.0000 0 0000 � 0.0000 _ 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

- Worker 0.0877 - 0.1101 ~ 1.3523 ` 2.3200e- _ 0.1788 1.9200e- _ 0.1808 _ 0.0474 ` 1 7500e- - 0.0492 _209.6817 ~ 209 6817 _ 0.0126 _209.9471

'_- _

~

003

~

003

~ ~

003

~ ~ ~ ~Total 0.6639 11.3939 6.3919 0.0263 0.7451 0.219 0.9648 0.2024 0.2021 0.4045 2,660.065 2,680.065 0.0338 2,680.77{

8 8 9

3.6 Cement Treated Soil - 2014

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust
PM10 PM70

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

6chaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Fugdrve Dust _ - 6.5523 0.0000 6.5523 - 3.3675 0.0000 3.36 _ 0.0000 i 0.0000

Off Road ~~ 3.8669 € 41 0997 26 7538 ; 0.0298 _ ~ 2.3714 _ 2.3714 2 1817 ~ 2.7817 _3,162.426] 3,162.426 s 0.9345
6 6

=3,182.051
8

Totai 3.8669 41.0997 26.7538 0.0298 6.552) 2.3714 8.9238 3.3675 2.1817 5.5492 3,162.426
6

3,162.426 0.9345
6

3,162.051
8



CaIEEMod Version: CaIEEMod.2013.2.2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

Date: 12/19/2013 4:53 PM

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive
PM10

E~chaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugkive
PM2.5

6chaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

io- CO2 N io-
CO2

Total 02 C 4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/tlay

Hauling ~ 0.0000..........__
_ 0.0000 ~
____ ____ __ ___

0.0
_
_ _______

0.
_ _ _

___ _ 
___
_ 0.0000__
__

_ 0.0000_________
___ 
__ _ _
_ ~ 0.0000 s 0.0000____

~ 0.0000
__
i 0.0000 0.0000 "s 0.0000

_

~ 0.0000 ~ 0.0000
_

Ventlor - 0.0000
_ _
- 0.0000_ __ __ __ _ __ _

0.0000 _ _ ____
0.0000 =__ ___

0.0000 _ 0.0000
_

_€ 0.0000
_ _

€ 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
__

0.0000
_

~ 0.0000
_

Worker X0.0877 _ 0.1101 _ 7.3523 =_
=
2.3200e- s 0.1788
003

~

€ 1.9200e
003

_ 0.1806
- -

€ 0.0474 17500e
003

_ 0.0492 __
� �

_ 209.6817 = 209.6817_
� �

= 0.0126_
_

_ _ 2W.9471_

Total 0.0877 0.1701 1.3523 2.3200e-
003

0.1788 1.9200e-
003

0.1808 0.0474 7.7500e-
003

0.0492 209.6817 209.6877 0.0126 209.9471

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG Ox CO 02 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM7o

PM10
Total

Fugdive
PM2.5

Exhausf
PM2.5

PM2.5
Totel

Bio- CO2 NBio-
CO2

Tolal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/ ay

Fugitive Dust = ? 2. 5 4 € 0.0000 2.5554 1.3133 0.0000 1.3133 0.0000 0.0000

OR-Roatl _ 3.8669 3 41.0997 € 267538 ' 0.0298 2.3714
'-

2.3714 [
'-

~

2.1817 '.

~

2.1817 0.0000

~

j3,762.426 3,162.426 ~ 0.9345
6 6

~ ~

_ _ 3,182.051
8

Total 3.8669 41.0997 26.7538 0.0298 2.5554 2.3714 4.9269 7.3133 2.1817 3.4951 0.0000 3,162.426 3,162.426 0.9345
6 6

3,182.051
8



CaIEEMOd Version: CaIEEMOd.2013.2.2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

Date: 12/19/2013 4:53 PM

R NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive F~chaust PM2.5 Bia CO2 NBio- Total CO2 C N20 CO2e
PM10 PM70 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CO2

Category Ib/day IWday

Hauling _ 0.00 0 0 _ 0.0000 € 0.0000 s 0.0000 € 0.0000 € 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 € 0.0000 € 0.0000 € 0.0000 € 0.0000 _ 0 0 ~ i 0.0000

Vendor _ 0.0000-- _- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000s 0.0000 3 0.0000 _ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 € 0.0000 _ 0.0000 ? _ 0.0000 € 0.0000 _ --0.0000 ~ s 0.0000

Worker 0.0877 0.7101 € 7.3523 _ 2.3200e- ` 0.1788 i 1.9200 0.1808 s 0.0474 i 7500e- ~ 0.0492 _209.6877 _ 209.6877 _ 0.0126 = 209.9471

~

003 003 - � 003 _ '

Total 0.0877 0.1101 1.3523 2.3TOOe- 0.1788 1.9200e- 0.7808 0.0474 1.7 OOe- 0.0492 209.6817 209.8817 0.0128 209.9471
003 003 003

3.7 AC Paving - 2014

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO S02 FugNive
PM10

F~chaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio-0O2 NBio-
CO2

TotaICO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

O - oatl - 1.4202 14.9879 9.0929 ~ 0.0132 i i 0.9704 ! 0.9104 i ~ 0.8385 i 0.8385 i _1,386.1061,386.106: 0.40 4
6 6

€ t,
3

Paving _ 03325

~

€

~

_ ~ 0.0000 - 0.0000 00000 0.0000 - a ~ 0.0000 _ 0.0000

~ToWI 1.7528 74.9879 9.0929 0.0732 0.9104 0.9104 0.6385 0.8385 1,386.106 1,386.106 0.4024
6 6

1,394.557
3



CaIEEMod Version: CaIEEMod.2013.2.2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

Date: 12/19/2013 4:53 PM

OG NOx CO 2 Fugitive
PM70

Exhaust
PM70

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio-0O2 NBio-
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N20 2e

Category Ib/day Iblday

Hauling ~ 0.0000 i 0.000 i 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 i 0.00 _ - - _ i 0. 000

Vendor 0.0000 € 0.0000 0.0000 € 0.0000 _ 0.0000 € 0.0000 -̀- 0.0000 S 0.0000 i 0.0000 s 0.0000 0.0000 _ 0.0000 0.0000 ? 0.0000

Worker 0.0767 0.0964 ': 1.1833 _ 2.0300e-
003

- 0.1565 1.6800e- 0.1562
003

i O.W15

~

€ 1.5300o-
003

_ 0.0430

~

i _ 183.4715. 183.4715' 0.01N

~

= 183.7037

Total 0.0767 0.0964 7.1833 2.0300e-
003

0.1565 1.6800e-
003

0.1582 0.0415 1.5300e-
003

0.0430 163.4715 183.4715 0.0111 783.7037

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive
PM10

F,chaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Off-Road _ 1.4202 € 14.9879 9.0929 0.0132 ? i 0.9104 i 0.9104 i € 0.8385 0.8385 i 0.0000 ;1,386.106. 1,386.106 0.4024
6 6

i .1,394.557
3

Paving _ 0.3325 i

~ ~

_ 0.0000 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 0.0000 € 0.0000 _ 0.0000

Total 1.7528 14.9879 9.0929 0.0132 0.9104 0.9704 0.8385 0.8385 0.0000 7,386.106 7,386.706 0.4024
6 6

1,394.557
3



CaIEEMOd Version: CaIEEMod.2013.2.2

Mrtiaated Construction Off-Site

Date: 12/19/2013 4:53 PM

N x CO S02 FugRive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

P 7
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

P 2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib tlay 16/tlay

Hauling e 0.0 0 .D 00 = 0.0000 = 0.0000 0.0000 ~ 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 ~ 0.00 0 € z O.00DO 0.0000 i 0.0000 € 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 _ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 € 0.0000 _ 0.0000 _ 0.0000 0.0000 _ 0.0000 - 0.0000 _ 0.0000 s 0.0000 € 0.0000 _ € 0.0000

Worker 0.0767 _ 0.0964

~

~ 1.1833 _ 2.0300e-

003

_ 0.1565

-

= 1.6800e-

003

_ 0.1582

'-
0.0415 = 1.5300e-

003

~

O.D430

-

~

= 183.4715 183.4715 0.0111 i

-

1 183.7037

Total 0.0767 0.0964 1.7833 2.0300e-

003

0.7565 1.8800e-

003

.7582 0.0415 1.5300e-

003

.0430 783.4775 183.4775 0.0777 183.7037
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Construction Mitigation Summary

Helen Keller Park Addendum

Los Angeles-South Coast County, Mitigation

Report

Phase I ROG I NOx I CO I S02 I PM10 I PM2.5t I Bio- CO2 I CO2 ITOtaI CO2I CH4 I N20 I CO2e

AC Paving 0.00 • 0.00 ~ 0.00 ~ 0.00 ~ 0.00 • 0.00 • 0.00 ~ 0.00 ~ 0.00 • 0.00 ~ 0.00 ~ 0.00

""""_"""""""'_"'~'""""'r'""";""'_'~ ~ _' _'
Cement 7reatetl Soil 0.00• 0.00 0.00• 0.00 0.00• 0.00• 0.00' 0.00• 0.00• 0.00 0.00 0.00

Clear anO Grub Site 0.00• 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00• 0.00 0.00 0.00 D.00~ 0.00 0.00

F~ccavate Trenches 0.00 0.00 0.00• 0.00 O.00r 0.00• 0.00 0.00• 0.00• 0.00 0.00 000

InstaIIGCL+Cap 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00• 0.00 D.00• 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

" " " " " " " " " " " " " " ~______
Rough Grade/Demo

~_'
0.00

____~______~______~______~____.
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

p"
0.00
" " r______~______~______~______~

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
"" "

D.00

OFFROAD Equipment Mitigation
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EquiRment Type _ FBI Type Tier Number Mttigated Total Number of Equipment' DPF ' O~tidation C~sly~

Air Compressors •Diesel •No Change

Cement and Mortar Mixers •Diesel •No Chan e

••--•-•••••••-----••-••-~•-•--•'-----••••-
Generator Sets •Diesel

+------ 9 ---
•No Chan e

Excavators •Diesel •No Change

Plate Compactors •Diesel •No Change

Pumps Diesel ~No Change

Graders •Diesel •No Change

Pavers---•-•--•----------Diesel-------•-•---;No Change --

~Paving Equipment Diesel ~ ;No Change

Rollers ;Diesel ~No Change

---•-•-••••-••---- ------=Rubber Tired Dozers
--•--------------

•Diesel
+------ 9 ---
•No Chan e

-------•••••-•••--------
Tractors/LOaders/Backhoes

%---------••-••---~
•Diesel

------ 9 ---
•No Chan e

Rough Terrain Forklifts •Diesel •No Change

Scrapers Diesel ;NO Change

0~ 1~No Change

-------~-------------I----------------------I--
0~i

----------
1~No Change

'------ ~--------------I' - - "' -' - -
0~i

- -""""- - I- -' - - -- - -' - "
1~No Change

-'-----~--------------I-------------
Oi

i
"'------I-----------'

3~No Change

-------~--------------I-----------
pi

------- — --~------------
1~No Change

-------~--------------I----------------------I------i Oii i
------

1~NO Change

-------~--------------h-'-------------------I--------'---
0~

i
4~No Change

-------~--------------I----------------
Oi~ i

------I-------9----
1~NoChan e

-------~--------------I------------
~ 0~

'---------I------- ----
1~No Change

-------~--------------I----------------------I------------
Oii

1~NO Change

-------~--------------I-'- " -------------
~ 0~

----h-----------
6~No Change

-------~--------------I----------------------I------------
0~

i
16~NO Change

-------~--------------I-------- "
~ 0~

-'----------I------------
1~No Change

2~No Change

--•----•-•-•---
-0.00

•----••-•------'0 OC

•--------------
-o.oc

---------------- ooC

----•-•----•----OAC

------•-------
--OAC

-----•---...•-•-OA(

------•--------• 0.0(

-----•----•-•-•- 0.0(

--•----------- -
-OAc
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Equipment Type ROG NOx CO 502 6chauffi PM 10 Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Unmttigafedtons/yr - __ -.... Unmitig~ed mt/yr -

AirCompressors ~ 9.52000E-003 ~ 5.92500E-002 ~ 4.09900E-002 ~ 6.00000E-005 ~ 523000E-003 ~ 5.23000E-003 ~{ 0.00000E+000 r5.44694E~000 ~ 5.44694E+000 ~~7.80000E-004 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 5.46324E+000

Cemenl and ~ 2.90000E-004 i 1.82000E-003 i 1.50000E-003 i O.000OOEt000 i 8.00000E-005 i 8.00000E-005 r 0.00000E+000 ~ 223410E-001 i 223410E-001 i 2.00000E-005 i 0.00000E+000 i 223910E-001
Mortar Mixers ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~

•------•-•- ~---------T---------~'----------r---------T----------r---------+---•-•-•-•~---------~---------~---------~----------••---------
Excavators ~ 2.03300E-002 ~ 2.42700E-007 i 1.64390E-001 ~ 2.50000E-004 ~ 7.79300E-002 i 1.09700E-002 ± 0.00000E+000 ~ 2.44384E+007 ~ 2.44384E+001 ~ 7.22000E-003 i 0.00000E+000 i 2.45900E+001

Generator Sets ~ 728500E-002 ~ 9.02800E-002 ~ 6.19500E-002 ~ 1.10000E-004 ~ 6.75000E-003 ~ 6.75000E-003 ~ 0.00000E+p00 ~ 9.04332E+000 ~ 9.04332E+ppp i 1.03000E-003 i 0.00000E+000 i 9.06504E+000

Gratlers ~ 6.81400E-002 i 7.00190E-001 i 3.17890E-007 i 4.00000E-004 i 3.93000E-002 ~ 3.61500E-002 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 3.85288E+007 ~ 3.85288E+007 i 1.13900E-002 i 0.00000E+000 i 3.87679E+001

Pavers 227000E-003 ~ 2.58900E-002 ~ 1.40600E-002 ~ 2.00000E-005 ~ 129000E-003 i 1.19000E-003 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 2.17607E+000 ~ 2.11607E+p00 ~ 8.30000E-004 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 2.12920E+000

Paving Equipment ~ 220000E-003 ~ 2.76000E-002 ~ 1.63900E-002 ~ 3.00000E-005 ~ 1.32000E-003 ~ 121000E-003 + 0.00000E+000 ~ 2.47265E+000 i 2.47265E+ppp i 7.30000E-004 ~ 0.00000E+000 i 2.48800E+000

Plate Compactors ~ 6.40000E-004 ~ 4.02000E-003 ~ 3.37000E-003 ~ 1.00000E-005 ~ 1.60000E-004 ~ 1.60000E-004 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 5.00470E-001 i 5.00470E-001 ~ 5.00000E-005 ~ 0.00000E+000 i 5.01580E-001
"""""' {"""""~"""""a"""""~"""""a"""""a""""" j""""";"""""a"""""a"""""~"""""t"""""

Pumps ~ 1.31700E-002 ~ 9.16700E-002 ~ 629200E-002 ~ 1.100E-004 ~ 7.07000E-003 ~ 7.07000E-003 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 9.04332E~000 ~ 9.04332E+p00 ~ 1.07000E-003 ~ 0.00000E+000 i 9.06571E+000

Rollers ~ 2.09000E-003 ~ 1.92400E-002 ~ 7.14700E-~2 ~ 1.00000E-005 ~I 1.43000E-003 ~ 1.32000E-003 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 1.41704E+000 ~ 1.41704E+000 ~ 4200E-004 i 0.00000E+000 ~ 1.42584E+000

" """""" " 
~-________'T_______"T_'_"____T____'__'_T_________T_____

"_'7 """' "' "' 
~"_____'_T_________~____

"'__T'___'___'T " """""

Rough Terrain ~ 3.98000E-003 i 5.08800E-002 i 3.82000E-002 ~ 6.00000E-005 ~ 2.96000E-003 i 2.72000E-003 a 0.00000E+000 ~ 5.32323E+000 i 5.32323E+p00 ~ 1.57000E-003 i 0.00000E+000 i 5.35626E+000
Fofklift5 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~

'T'----'--•-r ---------r----------r----------r----------r-----•----r---•-•----~-------- "r------•---r ---------r ---------r----------
RubberTired ~ 122140E-001 i 1.39168E+000 i 1.06465E+000 i 8.50000E-004 i 6.48900E-002 i 5.97000E-~02 r 0.00000E+000 ~ 822020E+001 i 822020E+p07 ~ 2.42900E-002 ~ 0.00000E+000 i 827121E+p01

Dozers ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~

Scrapers ~ 4.70500E-002 ~ 6.12610E-001 i 3.83140E-001 ~ 4.80000E-004 ~ 2.47100E-002 i 227300E-002 ̀  0.00000E+000 ~ 4.61294E+001 ~ 4.61294E+pp~ i 1.36300E-002 i 0.00000E+000 i 4.64157E+001

-----------~---------'~---------~---------~'---------'~---------~---------~'--------'-~----------4'---------'~'---------~---------~----------
TrectorslLoadersl ~ 9.07800E-002 ~ 8.70240E-001 ~ 5.96800E-001 ~ 7.70000E-004 ~ 6.83600E-002 ~ 628900E-002 • 0.00000E+000 ~ 7.39862E+Op1 ~ 7.39862E+p01 ~ 2.18600E-002 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 7.44454E+001

Backhoes
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Equipment Type ROG NOa CO S02 Exhaust PM 10 Ezhausi PM25 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
- _-

-. '- -'-- MBgateC tOnslyr MRgated mflyr -. ̀

Air Compressors '9.52000E-003 ~ 5.92500E-002 ~ 4.09900E-002 i 6.00000E-005 i 523000E-003 ~ 523000E-003 ~ 0.00000E+000 ̂ 5.44693E+000 ~ 5.44693E+000 ~ 7.80000E-004 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 5.46324E+000
i i i a ~ i i

Cement antl MOAar ^2.90000E-0041.82000E-003 i_1.50000E-003 TO.00000E+OOOTB.00OOOE-005~B.000OOE-005 10.00000E+000 ~2.23410E-001±223410E-001 ±2.00000E-005 TO.000OOE+ppO i 2.23900E-001
Mixers ' ~ ~ ' ' * ~ ' ~

Exwvalors ~ 2.03300E-002 ~ 2.42700E-001 i 7.64390E-001 ~ 2.50000E-004 ~ 1.19300E-002 i 1.09700E-002 ± 0.00000E+000 r2.44383E+pp~ ~ p.g43g3E+pp1 ~ 722000E-003 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 2.45900Et001

Generator Sets ~ 126500E-002 ~ 9.02800E-002 i 6.19500E-002 i 7.10000E-004 ~ 6.75000E-003 i 6.75000E-003 +O.00000E+D00 ~ 9.04331E+000 ~ 9.04337E+000 i 1.03000E-003 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 9.06503E+000
i i i i

Graders ~ 6.81400E-002 i 7.00190E-001 i 3.17890E-001 ~ 4.00000E-004 i 3.93000E-002 ~ 3.61500E-002 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 3.85288E+001 ~ 3.85288E+001 ~ 1.13900E-002 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 3.87679E+001

________________________ ~_---__.__- ~__________ ~_______.._;.__.___-_- ~__-.._____ ~_._______.;_ __.- _____~._________~_......... ;.__..._.__T______.___
Pavers ~ 227000E-003 i 2.58900E-002 ~ 1.40600E-002 ~ 2.00000E-005 i 1.29000E-003 i 1.19000E-003 ~ 0.00000E+OD0 ~ 2.17607E+000 ~ 2.11607E+000 ~ 6.30000E-004 i 0.00000E+000 ~ 2.12920E+000

Paving Equipment ~ 2.20000E-D03 ~ 2.76000E-002 ~ 1.63900E-002 ~ 3.00000E-005 ~ 1.32000E-003 ~ 721000E-003 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 2.47265E+000 ~ 2.47265E+000 ~ 7.30000E-004 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 2.48800E+000

Plate Compactors ~ 6.40000E-004 i 4.02000E-003 ~ 3.37000E-003 i 1.00000E-005 ~ 7.60000E-004 ~ 7.60000E-004 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 5.00470E-001 ~ 5.00470E-001 ~ 5.00000E-005 i 0.00000E+000 ~ 5.01560E-001

""""""';"""""~"""""~"""""~"""""~"""""~"""""~""""";"""""„""""'„""""'~"""""T"""""
Pumps ~ 1.31700E-002 ~ 9.16700E-002 ~ 629200E-002 ~ 1.10000E-064 ~ 7.07000E-003 ~ 7.07000E-003 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 9.04331E+000 ~ 9.04331E+000 i 1.07000E-003 i 0.00000E+000 ~ 9.08570E+000

-------------~---------- a---------- a----------;---------- a----------a----------=----------;•---------;----------:----------~----------~----- - - - --
Rollers ~ 2.09000E-003 ~ 1.92400E-002 ~ 1.14700E-002 i 1.00000E-005 ~ 1.43000E-003 ~ 1.32000E-003 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 1.41704E+pp0 ~ 1.41704E+000 ~ 420000E-004 i 0.00000E+000 ~ 1.42583E+p00

" ""' """ "
F_______"T______"_

~_"_""
_T_________T_____"__~'___'____l "" " "' ""F_______'_T___'_'_'_T__"_'___T_________T 

"" " """ "
Rough Terrain ~ 3.98000E-003 i 5.06800E-002 i 3.82000E-002 i 6.00000E-005 ~ 2.96000E-003 ~ 2.72000E-003 t O.OD000E*000 ~ 5.32322E+pp0 i 5.32322E+000 i 1.57000E-003 i 0.00000E+000 i 5.35626E+000

FoAclifts ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ t ~ ~ ~ ~

Rubber Tired Dozers 1.22140E-001 ~ 1.39166E+p00 ~ 1.06465E+000 i 8.50000E-004 i 6.48900E-002 ~ 5.97000E-002 i 0.00000E+000 ~ 822019E+001 ~ 622019E+001 ~ 2.42900E-002 ~ 0.00000E+000 i 827120E+001

-------------~---------- a---------- a----------~----------~----------a----------~----------~----------;----------;----------a---------- _---- - - - ---
St2pers ~ 4.70500E-002 ~ 6.12610E-001 i 3.83140E-007 i 4.80000E-004 i 2.47100E-002 ~ 227300E-002 ± 0.00000E+000 ~ 4.61294E+001 ~ 4.61294E+001 ~ 1.36300E-002 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 4.64156E+001

y._________T_________~_________~_________~_________.~_________~ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ~_________~_________T_________~_________t _ . _ _ . _ . _ _ _
Tractors/Loatlers/ ~ 9.07800E-002 ~ 8.70230E-001 ~ 5.96790E-001 ~ 7.70000E-004 ~ 6.83600E-002 ~ 628900E-002 • 0.00000E+000 ~ 7.39862E+001 ~ 7.39862E+001 ~ 2.18600E-002 ~ 0.00000E*000 ~ 7.44453E+001

Backhoes
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Equipment Type ROG NOx CO S02 Euhaust PM10 Euhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBia CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

- -- _ _- - 
,F~a~enf~l - __ ___ ____ -_ _ _ - -

Air Compressors ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 1.83589E-006 ~ 7.83589E-006 i 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000

"""""'"' "~_-_______T____"'__~__"'__'_~_'_______T_________
~__'_____'7"""'""

~_______'_T'___'_'__T'____'_"T_________T
"""""'

Cemenl and Mortar ~ 0.00000E+000 i 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 i 0.00000E+000 i 0.00000E+000 i 0.00000E+000 r 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 i 0.00000E+000 i O.000OOEf000 i 0.00000E+000 i 4.46608E-005
Mixers ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~

"' ~-------'-~----------T---------~-----------r---------~----------~ - - - - - - - - - - ~ ---------T---------T---------~---------~ - ""' - "
Excavators ~ 0.00000E+000 i 0.00000E+000 i 0.00000E+pp0 i 0.00000E+ppp i O.000DOE+000 i 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 r122758E-006 ~ 122758E-006 ~ 0.00000E+000 i 0.00000E+000 ~ 122001E-006

-------------~---------- a---------- a---------- a---------- ~----------a----------=----------~----------;----------;----------a---------- _---- - -- ---
GeneralorSets ~ 0.00000E+000 i 0.00000E+pOp i D.000OOE+OOD i 0.00000E+ppp i 0.00000E+000 i 0.00000E+000 ̀O.00OOOE+ppp ~ 1,10579E-006 ~ 1.10579E-006 ~ 0.00000E+000 i 0.00000E+000 ~ 1.10314E-006

G2tlers ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+Opp ~ 0.00000E+000 i 0.00000E+pp0 ~ 1.03818E-006 ~ 1.03818E-006 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 1.03178E-006

________________________ a______.___;__________ ~__________ a__________ ~__._.___..j..________;__________;.______...;.__~__~___a._...__...*__________
Pavers ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 ± 0.00000E+00p ~ 0.00000E+ppp ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000

Paving Equipment ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 ± 0.00000E+p00 ~ 0.00000E+000 i 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 i 0.00000E+000 i 0.00000E+p00

Plate Compactors • 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+p00 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 ± 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 i 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+pp0

Pumps ~ O.000OOEt000 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 + 0.00000E+000 ~ 1.10579E-006 ~ 1.10579E-006 ~ 0.00000E+000 i 0.00000E+000 i 1.10306E-006

Rollers • 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+pp0 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 + 0.00000E+000 ~ O.000OOEt000 ~1 0.00000E+p00 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 7.01341E-006

""' "" " "' 
~________'T_________T_______'_T___"_'__T _'_"____T_________; 

" _ _ " _ "' 
~-____"___•T ________'T'_'__'__'T_____

"'_T " " " ""'

Rough Tertain • 0.00000E+000 i 0.00000E+000 i 0.00000E+000 i 0.00000E+000 i 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+ppp ~ 0.00000E+p00 ~ 7.87856E-006 i 1.87856E-008 i 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 i 0.00000E+000
ForkNRS ' ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~

Ruhber Tired Dozers r0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 i 0.00000E+000 i 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 '121652E-006 ~ 121652E-006 ~ 0.00000E+p00 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 120901E-006

Screpers ~ 0.00000E+p00 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ O.000OOE+ppO ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 1.30069E-006 ~ 1.30069E-006 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 1.07722E-006

.............~_________T_________.~_________~.._________~_________.~_________~._._--.__.F_________~_________~_________~_________~ _________.
Tredors/Loaders) ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 1.14911E-005 ~ 1.67560E-005 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 • 0.00000E+000 ~ 121644E-00fi ~ 121644E-008 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 0.00000E+000 ~ 1.07461E-006

Backhoes

Fugitive Dust Mitigation

Yes/No Mitigation Measure Mitigation Input Mitigation Input Mitigation Input

No ;Soil Stabilizer for unpaved ;PM10 Reduction : O.00;PM2.5 Reduction: 0.00:
.Roads

- - --No ---r--P -----------------------,___~_~._~~..~~~~~~.---------------r---------------~--------------- - ---- --
Re lace Ground Cover of Area • PM 10 Reduction • 0.00; PM2.5 Reduction ; 0.00;
;Disturbed

Yes ;Water Exposed Area ;PM10 Reduction ; 61.00:PM2.5 Reduction: 61.00;Frequency (per 3.0(
:day)
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No :Unpaved Road Mitigation ;Moisture Content: O.00;Vehicle Speed 0.00;
:% .(mph)

Yes ;Clean Paved Road ;% PM Reduction ; 0.00;

-- _ - -- _ _ - -
-_

_ _ - -
- _

-,_

AC Paving ~ Fugitive Dust 0.00 i D.00 • 0.00 ~ 0.00 ~ 0.00 ~ 0.00
i

--•------------------••-•~---------------------
AC Paving ~ Roads

i

a-------------h--------------
0.00 i

~----------------a-------------------I-------------~------ - - -- ---
0.00 ~ 0.00 ~ 0.00. 0.00 ~ 0.00

-----•-•••---------------~- h--------------o----------------~-------------------I-------------'9-------------------}-------------
Cement Treatetl Soil ~ Fu ~tive Dust 0.05 i 0.03 ~ 0.02 ~ 0.01 ~ 0.61 ~ 0.61

~
""""""""""""' ~"""_""""""";________~___F'_____'_______
Cement Treated Soil ~ROatls O.00i

~ ~
0'___'_'_'_"___'a""""""""'"""I""_________t """"""'

0.00 O.00i 0.00. 0.00 0.00

" " " " " " " " --'------~-9-------------------~-------------
Clearand Grub Site ' Fu ~tive Dust

i

h-
029 i

~
-------------~----------------~-'-- " -'----- " -'-' I-------------

0.16 ~ 0.11 0.06.i ~
~~-----•--•----

0.61 i 0.61

------•••--•-------•---•-r---------------------
Clearand Grub Site ~ Roatls

i
~-------------h--------------

0.00 i
~----------------~-------------------~-------------=

0.00 ~ 0.00 ~ 0.00 ~
--•••-•-•----

0.00 i 0.00

""""""""""-----~- -------"---------~-------------

~

F-
~ i

-------------~----------------~-""-'-'-""-"'- I-------------T-~ -"""""'
6ccavate Trenches ~ Fu Rive Dust

9-
0.00 i

i
0.00 ~ 0.00 0.00 ~

~ ~
0.00 ~ 0.00

""""""""""""'~""______'_'__'_'__';_____________r""_'_____"
Excavate Trenches ~ Roatls 0.00 i

;_"'_'_'________„"""""""'_"I_'________"_T""""""'
0.00 0.00 ~ 0.00.~ ~

0.00 ~ 0.00
i

""""""""""""'~""'_"""""""'V_____________~'
Install GCL+Cap ~ Fugitive Dusl 0.161~

"'__'____"_;"""__'_"'___ ~"""""""""' I""_____"__T'
0.08 0.06 0.03

~ ~ ,

~ """"""
0.61 0.61

i
~'

InstaII GCL+Cap Roads 0.021
~_'_______'___T'

0.00 0.02 0.00.
i ~

0.00 0.00
~

h- I------°-
Rough Grade/Demo •Fugitive Dust 0.101 0.05 0.041 0.02~

0.67
i 

0.61
~

" "'~_____________________~____________+______________
~

~_______________T__________________~____________T " " " " "" "
Rough Grade/Demo Roads 0.00• 0.00• 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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CHAPTER 1
Executive Summary

1.1 Introduction

Background

The Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (LACDPW) (Project Applicant and Lead

Agency) is proposing to upgrade the recreational facilities for Helen Keller Park (proposed

project). Helen Keller Park is a community park located within an unincorporated community of

Los Angeles County, near the City of Gardena, at 1045 West 126th Street. Helen Keller Park was

originally conshucted in 1963, and its pool was constructed in 1971 (the pool was later

refiubished and dedicated in 2007). The approxin►ately 6.6-acre pazk facility currently provides a
community center, basketball court, lighted multipurpose ball field, playgrounds, swimming pool,

picnic areas, two parking lots (one on the northwest and one on the southern portion of the site),

and public restroom facilities. The proposed project would upgrade the e~sting facility by

redeveloping the community center, developing a new entry courtyard, replacing khe two parking

lots, and updating the playground areas. The improvements would be implemented in a manner

that ensures that the Helen Keller Park facility complies with American Disability Act (ADA)

requirements.

Impact Methodology

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), projects that have the

potential to result in either a direct physical change in the environment or a reasonably

foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment must undergo analysis to disclose their

potential significant effects.!°Z The provisions of CEQA apply to all California governmental

agencies at all levels, including local agencies (such as LACDPW), regional agencies, state

agencies, boards, commissions, and special districts. As the Lead Agency for the proposed

project, LACDPW has the principal responsibility for conducting the CEQA environmental

review to analyze the potential environmental effects associated with project implementation.

During the review process, it was determined that potential impacts would be reduced to less than

significant with the implementation of mitigation measures. As a result, this Initial

Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (Initial Study/MND) is considered the appropriate CEQA

documentation for the proposed project.

1 CEQA Statute, Public Resources Code (PRC) Division 13, Chapter 1, §21000 et al., 2007.
CEQA Guidelines, California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 14, Chapter 3, § 15378, ?008.
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1. Executive Summary

1.2 Project Location and Description

Location

As shown on Figure 1, Helen Keller Park is located within the southern portion of Los Angeles

County, south of Interstate 105 (I-105), and near the northwest corner of West El Segundo

Boulevard and South Vermont Avenue. The street address is 1045 West 12bth Street in

Los Angeles, California, in an area also referred to as South Los Angeles. The site is bounded by

South Vermont Avenue to the east, and residential development to the north (which face

W. 125th Street). The site is also bounded by commercial properties to the south (along

El Segundo Avenue) and a mixture of uses to the west, along Berendo Avenue. The project site is

adjacent to the northern boundary of the City of Gardena. Other nearby cities and communities

include the cities of Hawthorne, Inglewood, and Compton, the community of Watts, and

unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County.

The site is located within the Los Angeles County West Athens/Westmont Neighborhood Plan

area, which encompasses nearly 2,000 acres of predominanfly residential land.

Description

The topography of the project site is relatively flat, making the site conducive for the types of

recreational activities that are proposed for the facility. As shown on Figure 2, the approximate

6.6-acre paxk facility currently includes a community center, basketball court, lighted

multipurpose ball field, two playgrounds, swimming pool, picnic area, two parking lots (on

northwest and southern portions of the site), and public restroom facilities. From the parking lot,

pedestrian access to the site is provided by paved walkway that runs through the arterials of the

park. The walkway begins on the northwestern portion of the park (near the intersection of W.

125th Street and S. Vermont) and connects the parking lot to the community building, picnic

tables, and childreds play area. The swimming pool is fenced and located on the southern portion

of the park. The mulripurpose field is located to the south. Photo-documentation of the existing

setting is provided in Appendix A.

Project Components

The proposed project components are provided on the project site plan (Figure 3). The proposed

project would require demolition of the existing community building and two parking lots,

removal of three non-protected ornamental trees (sycamore trees), approximately 2,000 cubic

yards of grading. The proposed project components would include conshuction of an

approximately 4,SQ0 square foot (s~ new community building to increase the amount of usable

interior space for the commi►nity. Proposed improvements also include the construction of two
new parking lots, two new playground facilities, and additional park landscaping and planting of

trees to result in a no net loss of trees, as well as native and drought tolerant species. In addition

to upgrading and modernizing the facility, the improvements would assure that the Helen Keller

Park facility complies with applicable t1DA regulations.

Helen Keller Community Building and Generek Improvements '~ -2 ESA / 206454.01
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1. Exsculive

Specifically, the proposed project would include the following improvements:

• Anew 4,500 sf community center that includes an entrance foyer, staff control area, large
community room, media room, computer lab, meeting room, kitchen, interior access room,
exterior access room, and storage areas;

• Two new adjacent recreational playground facilities (one designed as a tot lot for younger
children and one designed with facilities for older children);

• Two new parking lots (one would replace the existing parking lot to the south and a new
parking lot would be constructed to the north to replace the eacisting parking lot to the
northwest [planned for removal]);

• Develop new paved walkways, fencing and ancillary structures;

• Construct planters and enhance the landscaping, and

• Provide an ADA compliant facility that includes restrooms and refrigerated drinking
fountains.

Access and Parking

Existing prunary access to the project site is from a driveway to an existing parking lot at the

intersection of 126th Street and Berendo Avenue. Berendo Avenue connects to West El Segundo

Boulevard, which runs south of the pazk. The vehicle entrance from 126th Street leads into a

parking lot with approximately 25 to 30 spaces, two of which are designated as handicapped

accessible. A second entrance and associated parking lot is located on the southern part of the site

with an entrance from S. Vermont Avenue. Upon completion of the park improvements, the

126th Street access and associated parking lot would be closed and a new lot constructed on the

northern portion of the site. Visitors would still be able to park along 126`}' Street and pedestrian

access from 126th Street would remain. The park currently provides pedestrian access from

127th Street at the end of the cul-de-sac and from South Vermont Avenue.

Project Land Use and Zoning

The current land uses are recreational, which is compatible with the open space designation

(OS.1) designated by the County of Los Angeles General Plan (see Figure 4). There would be no

changes to the existing land use because of the proposed project. The project site is zoned for

Open Space (O-S), which allows for park and open space facilities (see Figure 5).3 The proposed

project components are consistent with the existing land use and zoning designation.

Surrounding Area Land Use and Zoning

Helen Keller Park cwrently serves the surrounding residential communities. As shown on

Figure 4, surrounding land uses include residential and commercial uses. Residential uses lie to

the north, west, and east of the project site. South of the site, on the west corner of W. El Segundo

Boulevard and S. Vermont Avenue, lies a junk yard and a closed gas station, both of which are

zoned Commercial Manufacriuing (C-M). A Shell gasoline station and other community serving

commercial vendors are located on the east corner of W. El Segundo Boulevard and S. Vermont

Avenue.

~ County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning GIS-NET, ~vebsite: http:!/planning.lacounty.gov/
intGisMaps.htm, accessed on March 4.20(19.
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1. Executive Summary

1.3 Grading and Construction Program

Construction would begin during December 2011 and would occur for approximately 12 months.

Initially, facilities requiring removal (e.g. existing community building and parking lots) would

be demolished, as required. Proposed improvements would require the removal of three non-

protected, sycamore trees located adjacent to the existing community building. Grading would be

required for disturbed areas to provide drainage, allow for utility upgrades, and provide proper

structural support. Grading would result in approxunately 2,000 cubic yards of earth to be

balanced on-site. Construction of the proposed components would occur, followed by paving,

finishing, and landscaping. Where possible, existing landscaping and open areas would be

conserved by leaving these areas undisturbed and in their present condition.

1.4 Project Objectives

The applicant's objectives for the project include the following:

• Redevelop an eacisting recreational facility to meet ADA requirements including modifying
restroom faciliries, drinking fountains, and walkways;

• Provide a quality, up-to-date recreational facility that meets the growing demands of the
area;

• Respond to the need for expanded and enhanced community recreational amenities;

• Redevelop outdated and old recreational offerings; and

• Conserve open space and recreational areas within the County.

1.5 Areas of Known Controversy

No outstanding issues or areas of controversy were idenrified during the CEQA analysis. The

Initial Study/MND documentation provides mitigation measures that would reduce potentially

significant impacts to less than significant.

Helen Keller Community Building and General ImprovemaMS ~ -9 E8A / 208454.01
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CHAPTER 2
Initial Study

1. Project Title: Helen Keller Park Community Building and
General Improvements

2. Lead Agency Name: Los Angeles County Department of Public Works

3. Contact Person and Phone Number: Zohreh Kabiri, LACDPW Project Manager
(626) 300-3265

4, Project Location: 1045 West 126` Street, near the northwest comer
of South Vermont Avenue and West El Segundo
Boulevard, Los Angeles Cotmty

5. Project Sponsor's Name and Address: Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
900 South Fremont Avenue, 5th Floor
Alhambra, CA 91803-1331

6. General Pian Designation(s): Open Space (OS.1)

7. Zoning Designation(s): Open Space (O-S)

8. Description of Project: The proposed project would redevelop existing recreational facilities

and provide updated and new recreational offerings. Redevelopment includes providing a

new community building of approximately 4,500 sf, two new recreational playground

facilities (one designed for younger children, aged 2 to 5, and one designed for alder children,

aged 5 to 12), two new parking lots, and other addirional park improvements. The proposed

renovations would assist the park in meeting ADA requirements. Please see Chapter 1,

Executive Summary, for further details.

9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting. According to the County of Los Angeles General

Plan, the project site is zoned for Open Space (O-S), which allows for park and open space

facilities (see Figure 5 of the Project Description).a The project site is situated among existing

residential and commercial uses. To the north and west of the park lie single-family

residences that are zoned R-1. South of the site, on the west comer of West E1 Segundo

Boulevard and South Vermont Avenue, lies a junk yard and a gas station that is no longer in

use. East of the project site is South Vermont Avenue, beyond which are single family and

multi-family dwellings. On the east corner of West El Segundo Boulevard and South

Vermont Avenue, adjacent to khe multi-family dwellings, lies a Sheil gasoline station and

other community-serving commercial vendors.

4 County of Los Angeles I?epartment of Regional Planning GIS-NET, wabsite: http:!/pdanning.lacounty.gov'
intGisMaps.htm. Accessed on March 4, 2009.
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2. Initial

10. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or

participation agreement. Indicate whether another agency is a responsible or reviewing

[hustee] agency):

• Los Angeles County (responsible agency):

— Department of Parks and Recreation

— Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning

— Los Angeles County Department of Building and Safety

• South Coast Air Quality Management District, 21865 East Copley Drive, Diamond
Bar, CA 91765-4182 (trustee agency to review CEQA documentation);

• Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)/ NPDES (trustee agency to review
CEQA documentation).

~ California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) (trustee agency to issue permit if
transportation of heavy construction equipmentlmaterials would access state
highways).

Helen Keitar C.ommuniry Building and Ge~erallmprovements 2-2 ESA !208454.01
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2. Initial Smdy

2.1 Environmental Factors Potentially Affected

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving

at least one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" or "Less than Significant with

Mitigation Incorporated" as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

❑ Aesthetics ❑Agriculture and Forestry Resources ~ Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas

Biological Resources ~ Cultural Resources ❑Geology, Soils end Seismicity

Hazards and Hazardous Materials ❑ Hydrology and Water Quality ❑ Land Use and Land Use Planneng

Mineral Resources ❑ Noise ❑ Population and Housing

❑ Public Services ❑ Recreation ❑ Transportation and Traffic

Utilities and Service Systems ❑ Mandatory Findings of Significance

DETERMINATION: (To be completed by Lead Agency)
On the basis of this initial study:

❑ I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment,
and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

~ I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the
project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARt~TION will be prepared.

❑ I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

❑ [ find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or
"potentially significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect
1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursaant to applicable legal
standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis
as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required,
but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately
in an earlier E[R or NEGATNE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and
(b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or I~iEGATIVE
DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the
proposed project, no further environmental documentation is required.

Signature

Printed Name

H91~ K0119r Comrnwvty BuilAing end Genefal Improv8rit9nts 2-1

Initial StudylMND

/~a/~ l ~ 2r~/
Date

~.~~ v ~~~
For
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2. Initial Study

2.2 Environmental Checklist

Less Than
Signircant

Potentially with Less Than
Slgnff(cant Mitigation Signircan~

Issues (and Supporting Information SourcesJ: Impact /ncoipo~ation Impact No lmpac!

A. AESTHETICS -Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including,
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and
historic buildings within a state scenic highway
corridor?

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or
quality of the site and its surroundings?

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare
which would adversely affect daytime or nighttime
views in the area?

Discussion

a) No Impact. Currently, the project site contains a walking path, a fenced swimming pool,
a children's play area, restrooms facilities, a picnic area with benches, and a community
building (see Appendix A for photodocumentation of the project site). There are no
designated scenic vistas within the vicinity of the project site. The topography at Helen
Ketler Park is relatively flat. The project site currently contains recreational and open
space areas and the proposed improvements would not change the existing land uses as
compared to the park's existing conditions. In addition, the proposed recreational
enhancements would not significantly change the existing character of the project site, as
uses would remain compatible with those currently established at the park, and within the
surrounding community. As a result, the proposed park improvements would have no
impact on nearby scenic vistas and no mitigation is required.

b) No Impact. Los Angeles County is in the processing of updating its General Plan Land
Use maps. According to the Los Angeles County General Plan Draft Scenic Highways
Map, the proposed site is not located near an Adopted Scenic Highway or a Proposed
Scenic Highways In addition, according to the California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans) California Scenic Higt►way Mapping System, the project site is not located
within close proximity to any Officially Designated or Eligible State Scenic Highways.b
The project site is located within a highly urbanized environment in which views are
largely limited to sky and adjacent buildings and yards. Further, the proposed project's
improvements would take place within an established and developed park, and would not
modify or damage scenic natural features such as protected trees, rock outcroppings or
historic buildings. As such, the proposed project would not damage scenic resoarces,
including but not limited to trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state

County of Los Angeles Depamnent of Regional Planning, County of Los Angeles General Plan Dry, Scenic
Highways Nlap, http://planning.co.la.ca.us/spGPMaps.htrn, accessed on March 4, 2009.
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), California Scenic Highway Mapping System, online at:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LandArch/scenic highways/, accessed on March 4, 2009.

Helen Keller Community Building end General Improvements 2-4 ESA / 206454.01
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2. Initial

scenic highway corridor. The proposed project would have no impact on scenic resources
and no mitigation is required.

c) Less than Significant Impact. The existing visual chazacter of the project site can be
characterized as that of a recreational facility surrounded prunarily by residential and
commercial development. Currently, on-site amenities consist of the park's community
building, the existing fenced swimming pool, a children's play area, a picnic area and
tables, and basebalUsoRball fields. Due to the age of the eacisting facility, portions of the
existing park are deteriorated and thus underutilized by the surrounding community due
to their present condition. The intention of the proposed project would be to enhance and
modernize Helen Keller Park through the redevelopment of the community center
building, the construction of two new recreational playground facilities, the construction
of two new parking lots, and the redevelopment of other ancillary facilities, walkways
and landscaping. Qs such, the proposed project would improve recreational uses on-site
and therefore provide a benefit to the surrounding community. The proposed project
footprint falls within the already developed park and would not adversely affect any
surrounding land uses. As such, the proposed project would not substantially degrade the
existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings. Impacts are
considered less than significant and no mitigation is required.

d) Less than Significant Impact. Current light sources generated from the project site
include existing landscaping lighting, nighttime lighting for the basketball court and other
recreational amenities, and negligible security lighting. Additional sources of lighting in
close proximity to the project site include those related to adjacent residential and
commercial land uses, as well as associated daytime and nighttime automobile lighting
(i.e. headlights). The proposed project would include new sources of lighting including
lights for the two new parking lots and lighting for the new community building,
landscaping and walkways. The lighting used by the proposed project would incorporate
the latest approved design standards, such as specifications include reducing glare ,and
these standards would adhere to all Los Angeles County codes, ordinances, and
regulations regarding outdoor and indoor lighting. Furthermore, with the exception of
security lighting, all lighting would conform to park hours. Lastly, none of the park
improvements would generate significant amounts of glare resulting from the use of
materials such as large expanses of glass or other reflective surfaces. Qs such, the amount
of light and glare that would occur after completion of the proposed project would be
similar to that which currently occurs at the project site. Therefore, the proposed project
would not create new sources of substanrial light or glare that would adversely affect
daytime or nighttime views in the area. Impacts from the proposed project on light and
glare would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.

Helen Keller Community Building and General Improvements 2-rJ' ESA / 206454.01
lnRial Study/MND March 2011



2. Initial Study

Less Than
Significant

Potentially with Less Than
Signl~cant Mitigation Significant

Issues (and Supporting Information SourcesJ: Impact Incorporation Impact No Impact

B. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES
In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer
to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California
Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In
determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead
agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the
state's inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy
Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the
California Air Resources Board.
Would the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance, as shown on the
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping
and Monitoring Program of the California Resources
Agency, to non-agricultural use?

b} ConFlict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act contract?

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning
of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code
section 12220(8)), timberland (as defined by Public
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned
Timberland production (as defined by Governme~i
Code section 51704(8))? ❑ ❑ ❑

d)_ Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of
forest land to non-forest use?

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment
which, due to their location or nature, could resuli in
conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

Discussion

a-e) No impact. According to the Los Angeles County General Plan, the proposed project site
has a current land use/zoning designation of Open Space/Open Space (O-S).~ The
proposed project site is currently occupied by the Helen Keller Park, which consists of
recreational land uses including a community center building, a swimming pool, a
basketball court, basebalUsoftball fields, and a playground. The project site is not used for
any agricultural or timberland forestry purposes. The project site has been occupied by
the Helen Keller Park since 1463; and thus, has not been used as agricultural land or
forest land for over 40 years. According to the Los Angeles County General Plan, Special
Ntarragement Areas Map, the proposed site is not located in an Agricultural Opportunity
Area.R Furthermore, the proposed site is not subject to a Williamson Act contract
(California Land Conservation Act of 1965) and is not under any zoning requirements
that would restrict the use to agriculture only. Therefore, the proposed project would not
convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Stltewide Importance, or

~ Counry of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning GIS-NET, http:l.-planning.laeounty.gov.~
intGisMaps.htm, accessed March 4, 2009.

a County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning, County of Los Angeles Gerrerul Plun, Specie!
ManaKement Areas Mup. http~!/planning.co.la.ca.us/spGPhiaps.htm, accessed on March 2, ?009.
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forestland to non-agricultural uses; result in the loss of forestland; conflict with
Williamson Act contract; or involve other changes in the existing environment, which,
due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland of Statewide
Importance to non-agricultural use. The proposed project would have no impacts to
agricultt~ral resources and no mitigation is required.

Less Than
S(gnficant

Potentia/ly with Less Than
Slgni~cant Mitlgation Sfgniflcant

Issues (and Supporting Irtformallon Sources): Impact Incorporation Impact No Impact

C. AIR QUALITY AND GREENHOUSE GAS
Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution control
district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan?

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation?

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard (including releasing
emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for
ozone precursors)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people?

fl. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly ~ ~ ~ []
or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on
the environment?

g}. Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or
regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

Discussion

a) No Impact. Air quality is regulated by several agencies, including the Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA), the California Air Resources Board (CARS), and the South
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). At the federal level, the USEPA is
responsible for implementation of the Federal Ctean Air Act (CAA) and establishing the
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). CA.RB establishes the California
Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS). Ambient standards have been established for
the following criteria pollutants: ozone (03); particulate matter less than 10 microns in
diameter (P~1d~o) and less than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5); carbon monoxide (CO);
nitrogen oxides (NOx); sulfur dioxide (SOx); and lead. The proposed project site is
located in the South Coast Air Basin (Basin), and the SCAQMD is the regional agency
responsible for implementing regulations governing emissions of air pollution for this
area.
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A project conflicts with or obstructs implementarion of the applicable air quality plan if
the project is incompatible with SCAQMD and the Southern California Association of
Governments (SCAG) air quality policies. The proposed project would conflict with
SCAQMD and SCAG policies if it:

• Causes an increase in the frequency or severity of existing air quality violations;

• Causes or contributes to new air quality violations;

• Delays timely attainment of air quality standards or the interim emission reductions
specified in the SCAQMD's Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP); or

• Exceeds the assumptions utilized in the SCAQMD's AQMP.

The Basin is a nonattainment area for 03 (for both the 1-hour and 8-hour standards),
PM,o, and PM2_5. A nonattainment area is defined as an area that does not meet the
established ambient air quality standards. The CAA has set certain deadlines for meeting
the NAAQS within the Basin, and the SCAQMD bas developed strategies for reducing
emissions and complying with applicable standards, specifically in its 2007 AQMP. The
2007 AQMP outlines southern California's comprehensive strategy to achieve cleaner
air, and is designed to meet both state and federal CAA planning requirements for all
areas under SCAQMD jurisdiction. The 2007 AQMP focuses on reduction strategies for
03 and PM2.5, and sets forth procedures for measurements, control strategies, and air
quality modeling.

The project site is located in an area designated for open space land uses, and the
proposed project is consistent with the current land use and zoning designations
established for the site. The proposed project would not require a General Plan
amendment related to land use, and as such, would be consistent with applicable land use
planning documents. This project would not directly result in population growth (e.g.,
housing development) and the proposed project would not result in an exceedance of the
SCAG growth forecasts. Consequently, unplementation of the proposed project would be
consistent with AQMP attainment forecasts. Therefore, project development would not
conflict with, or obstruct implementation of the AQMP. As such, the proposed project
would have no impact and no mitigation is required.

b) Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. To determine if the
proposed project would violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an
existing or projected air quality violation, project specific impacts were compared to the
following SCAQMD criteria:

• Construction emissions from both direct and indirect sources would exceed any of
the following SCAQMD prescribed threshold levels: (1) 75 pounds per day
(Ibs/day) for ROC; (2) 9100 ibs/day for NOX; (3) 550 lbs/day for CO; (4) 1 SO
lbs/day for PM~o or SOX. (5) 3 Ibs/day for Lead, and (6) 55 (bs/day for PMT 5.

9 South Coast Air Quality Management District (SC.4QMD), CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Chapter 6 (Determining
the Air Quality Signifrcance of a Project). 1993.
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• Operational emissions from both direct and indirect sources would exceed any of

the following SCAQMD prescribed threshold levels: (1 } 55 ibs/day for ROC and
io

NOx; (2) 550 lbs/day for CO; (3) 150 lbs/day for PMio or SOX ; (4) 3 Ibs/day for

lead; and (5) 55 tbs/day for PMz.S.

Construction Emissions

Constn~ction of the site would generate emissions from excavation and demolition
activities, as well as park upgrades. Construction would begin in December 2011 and
would occur for approximately 12 months. For each phase, existing facilities would be
demolished as required. The proposed project would require grading, and approximately

2,000 cubic yards of earth would be balanced on-site. All disturbed areas would be

graded to provide drainage and allow for utility upgrades.

Mass daily emissions during construction were compiled using URBEMIS 2007, which is
an emissions estimation/evaluation model developed by CARB that is based, in part, on
SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook guidelines and methodologies. Construction
would include the demolition of eacistiug buildings, and construction of new park

improvements. A complete listing of the construction equipment by phase and the
construction phase duration assumptions used in this analysis are included in the
URBEMIS 2007 printout sheets provided in Appendix B.

Calculated unmitigated emissions rates are presented in Table 2.1. As shown,
construction-related daily emissions for the proposed project would not exceed

SCAQMD significance thresholds.

TABLE 2.1
ESTIMATE OF UNMITIGATED REGIONAL CONSTRUCTION EMfSSIONSa

(pounds per day)

Phase ROC NOx CO SO,~ PMT b pM~,i COz

2010 maximum daily emissions 5.44 35.54 30.fi4 <1 37.64 9.25 4,320

2011 maximum daily emissions 7.73 41.86 40.35 <1 5.94 2.92 5,917
Worse Case Daily

7,73 41.86 40.35 <7 37.64 9.25 5,917Unmitigated Emissions
Regional Daily Significance

Threshold 75 100 550 150 750 55 NA

Exceed Threshold? No No No No No No NA

a Compiled using the URBEMIS 2007 emissions inventory model. The equipment mix artd use assumption for each phase
is provided in Appendix B. Modeling of emissions was done using the originally estimated construction start date of
March 2010, which is one year and nine months earlier than originally anticipated. There are no substantial differences
between the two start dates related to the anticipated volume of emissions. If anything, the modeled volumes from March
2010 would be slightly higher (more conservative) than what would actually occur, due to increase availability of
technologies. Therefore, these modeled estimates are still applicable for the purposes of this analysis.

b PMro emissions estimates are based on compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403 requirements for fugitive dust suppression.

SOURCE: ESA, 2009.

10 Ibid

Helen Keller Community Building and General Improvements 2-9 ESA / 206454.01
IriUel StudylMND March 2011



2. Initial Study

SCAQMD Rule 403 requires that fugirive dust be controlled with best available control

measures so that the presence of such dust does not remain visible in the atmosphere
beyond the property line of the emission source. As such, LACDPW would implement

the Rule 403 provisions applicable to the proposed project as Mitigation Measures during
project construction.

Mitigation Measures: None required but implementation of Mitigation Measure
AIR-1 is recommended:

Mitigation Measure AIR-1:

• Implement a fugitive dust control program parsuant to the provisions of SCAQMD
Rule 403.

• Implement the Rule 403 Table 2 and Table 3 control action for each on-site source
of dust. Prepare daily records of control actions, implementation and maintain
recordkeeping on site for the duration of the project and then give the records to the
owner to store for three years.

• Apply dust suppressants (e.g., polymer emulsion) to actively disturbed areas upon
completion of clearing and grading.

• Replace ground cover in disturbed areas as quickly as possible.

• Water disturbed sites three times daily (locations where grading is to occur will be
thoroughly watered prior to earth moving).

• All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose materials are to be tarped with a
fabric cover and maintain a freeboard height of 12 inches.

• Trafftc speeds on all unpaved roads shall be reduced to 15 mph or less.

• During construction, trucks and vehicles in loading and unloading queues would
turn their engines off when not in use to reduce vehicle emissions; alt construction
vehicles shall be prohibited from idling in excess of five minutes, both on- and off-
site.

• Construction emissions will be scheduled to avoid emissions peaks and
discontinued during second-stage smog alerts.

• Maintain and operate construction equipment to minimize exhaust emissions; all
construction equipment shall be properly tuned and maintained in accordance with
manufacturer's specifications.

• At the end of each workday, the disturbed areas) shall either be covered with
plastic sheeting or sprayed with water containing an approved chemical dust
suppressant (see SCAQMD Rule 403 approved list) to prevent fugitive dust.
Disturbed and/or finished areas that are covered or sprayed to prevent fugitive dust
from leaving the site would mitigate control methods required during the non-work
hours of the project.

• Post project signs within 50 feet at each entrance. This includes not only the
grading contractor but also all contractors following the grading operation. Rule
403 is not limited to grading only but remains effective and enforceable until the
project is completed.

Impact after Mitigation: Less than Significant.
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Operational Emissions

Emissions from project operations include those resulting from traffic trips in the project

area and associated air pollutant emissions. The proposed park upgrades could result in
additional employees or additional patrons at the park facility, but not by a significant
amount. To determine project level impacts, operational emissions generated by mobile
sources were quantified to demonstrate emissions resulting from project specific

activities during occupation (which represents both pre- and post project conditions).

Criteria pollutant emissions were calculated using the URBEMIS 2007 emissions
inventory model, which multiplies an estimate of daily vehicle miles traveled by

applicable Emfac2002 emissions factors. The URBEMIS 2007 model assumed a target

build out year of 2011. As shown in Table 2.2, net regional emissions resulting from the

proposed project operations would not exceed regional SCAQMD thresholds for ROC,
NOX, SOX, CO, PMz.s or PM~o.

TABLE 2.2
ESTIMATE OF OPERATIONAL EMISSIONSa

(pounds per day)

ROC NEQx CO SOX PM~o PM2.s COx

future Project Conditions (2008)

Area Sources <1 <1 1.55 <1 <1 ~ Z 8~

Mobile Sources <1 <1 .89 <1 <1 14 97.92

Stationary Sources <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1

Total 1 1 2.44 <1 1 15 100.73

SCAQMD Significance Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55 NA
Exceed Threshold? No No No No No Mo NA

a Compiled using the URBEMIS 2007 emissrons inventory model. The equipment mix and use assumption for each phase is
provided in Appendix B. Modeling of emissions was done using the originally estimated construction start date of March
2010, which is one year and nine months earlier than originally anticipated. There are no substantial differences between the
two start dates related to the anticipated volume of emissions. If anything, the modeled volumes from March 2010 would be
slightly higher (more conservative) than what would actually occur, due to increase availability of technologies. Therefore,
these modeled estimates are still applicable fa the purposes of this analysis.

SOURCE: ESA, 2009.

c} Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. According to the

SCAQNID CEQA Air Quality Handbook, projects that are consistent with the AQMP
performance standards and emission reduction targets would be considered less than
significant cumulatively, unless there is other pertinent information to the contrary. If

implementation of the proposed project provides at least a one percent per year reduction

in project emissions of CO, VOC, NOX, SOX, and PM~o, then it would not result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project
region is in nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard. As shown, on Table 2.2, the proposed project world not result in a significant

increase in operational emissions as compared to existing conditions. As provided in

Table 2. ] , construction impacts would be less than the SCAQMD's established
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thresholds. The implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-1 would assure impacts

remain less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: None required but implementation of Mitigation Measure

AIR-1 is recommended.

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant.

d) Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. Some population groups,

such as children and the elderly, are considered more sensitive to air pollution than

others. The project is located in an area that contains residential development to the north

and east. The nearest schools are the West Athens Elementary School (north) and the

135` Street Elementary School (south). Both are approximately 0.6-mile away from the

project site. Criteria pollutants such as particulate matter can result from a variety of

construction activities and such pollutants can affect sensitive receptors. Health effects

from carcinogenic air toxins are usually described in terms of individual cancer risk.

"Individual Cancer Risk" is the likelihood that a person exposed to concentrations of

TACs over a 70-year lifetime would contract cancer, based on the use of standard risk-

assessment methodology. Construcrion would be accomplished in less than two years and

the proposed project would not result in a long-term (i.e., 70 years) substantial source of

TAC emissions related to consixuction acrivities. In addition, as described in "b" above,

construction of the proposed project would not result in a significant regional air

pollution impact. Even so, as discussed in "b" above, project construction could expose

neazby sensitive receptors to substantial PMIO ~d PM2,5 concentrations. As such, project-

related construction impacts to sensirive receptors would be less than significant.

Implementation of Mitigatiott Measure AIR-1 would fuether reduce potential impacts on

sensitive receptors during construction activities.

Mitigation Measures: None required, but implementation of Mitigation Measure

AIR-1 is recommended.

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant.

e) Less than Significant Impact. Potential sources that may emit odors during construction

activities include the use of architectural coatings and solvents. SCAQMD Rule 1113

limits the amount of volatile organic compounds from architectural coatings and solvents.

The constnzction period is anticipated to occur for a period of approximately 12 months,

and the quantity of coating and solvents anticipated for use is minimal. In addition, to

comply with SCAQMD Rules, no construction activities or materials are proposed that

would create objectionable odors that exceed applicable thresholds. The project

operations would not create objectionable odors. As such, impacts are less than

significant and no mitigation is required.

~, g) Less than Significant Impact. The principal greenhouse gases are COQ, methane (CH4),

nitrous o~cide (Nz0), sulfur hexafluoride (SF6), perfluorocarbons (PFCs),

hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), and water vapor (H20). COZ is the reference gas for climate

change because it is the predominant greenhouse gas emitted. To account for the varying
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warming potential of different greenhouse gases, greenhouse gas emissions are often
quantified and reported as COz equivalents (COZE). Large emission sources are reported
in million metric tons of COZE (MMTCO2E).

In 2005, in recognition of California's vulnerability to the effects of climate change,
Governor Schwarzenegger established Executive Order S-3-O5, which sets forth a series
of target dates by which statewide emission of greenhouse gas would be progressively
reduced, as follows:

• By 2010, reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 20001evels;
• By 2020, reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels; and
• By 2050, reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels.

In 2006, California passed the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006
(Assembly Bill No. 32; California Health and Safety Code Division 25.5, Sections 38500,
et seq., or AB 32), which requires CARB to design and implement emission limits,
regulations, and other measures, such that feasible and cost-effective statewide
greenhouse gas emissions are reduced to 1990 levels by 2020 (representing an
approximate 25 percent reduction in emissions).

On March 1 S, 2010, California's Office of Planning and Research (OPR) submitted
amendments to the state CEQA Guidelines for GHG emissions, as required by Public
Resources Code section 21083.05 (Senate Bill 97) became effective. These CEQA
Guideline amendments provide guidance to public agencies regarding the analysis and
mitigation of the effects of GHG emissions in draft CEQA documents. The amendments
are relatively modest changes to various portions of the existing CEQA Guidelines.
Modifications address khose issues where analysis of GHG emissions may differ in some
respects from more traditional CEQA analysis.

The proposed project would contribute to global clunate change as a result of emissions
of GHGs, primarily COz, emitted by project construction and operations. GHG impacts
are considered to be exclusively cumulative impacts (CAPCOA, 200811); there are no
non-cumulative GHG emission impacts from a climate change perspective. Thus, the
proposed project analysis of GHG emissions is to determine whether the proposed project
impact is cumulatively considerable.

Fow types of analyses are used to determine whether the project could be cumulatively
considerable and potentially conflict with the state goals for reducing GHG emissions.
The analyses are as follows:

A. Any potential conflicts with the CARB's 39 recommended actions in California's AB
32 Climate Change Scoping Plan.

> i Califamia Air Pollution Control Officers Associarion, CEQA and Climate Change: Evaluating and Addressing
Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Projects Subject to the California Enviro~unsntal Quality Act, 2008
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B. The relative size of the project. The projects GHG emissions will be compared to the

size of major facilities that are required to report GHG emissions (25,000 metric

tons/year of COZe) to the state. The project size will also be compared to the estimated

GHG emissions for the California GHG emissions limit of 427 million metric tons per

year of COZe emissions by 2020. In reaching its goals the CARB will focus upon the

largest emitters of GHG emissions. The projects GHG emissions will also be compared to
the SCAQIVID thresholds.

C. T'he basic energy efficiency parameters of a project to deternvne whether its design is

inherently energy efficient.

D. Any potential can#licts with applicable policies, or regulations adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs.

With regard to Item A, the proposed project does not pose any apparent conflict with the

most recent list of the CARB early action strategies (see Table G-1 in the AQ

Appendix).

With regard to Item B, project GHG emissions during construction would be

approacimately 372.36 metric tons of COZe/year. Project operational emissions from
vehicles and area sources would be 16.46 metric tons of COZe/year. Indirect operational

emissions from electricity usage (security lighting), account for approximately 568 metric

tons of COZe/year. Total direct and indirect operational GHGs would be 584.46 metric

tons of COZe/year. The project would not be classified as a major source of greenhouse

gas emissions (operational emissions of 584.46 metric tons/year CO2e would be about 2.3

percent of the lower reporting limit, which is 25,000 metric tons/year of COZe). The

proposed projects annual contribution during operation would be approximately 0.0001

percent of California's 427 million metric tons of COZe/year emissions limit for the year
2020, and therefore the project would not generate sufficient emissions of GHGs to
contribute considerably to the cumulative effects of GHG emissions such that it would

impair the state's ability to implement AB 32.

The SCAQMD adopted an interim GHG significance threshold for projects where the
SCAQMD is the lead agency. The commerciaUresidential screening level of 3,000 metric
tons/year COZe was used as the quantitative threshold for the proposed project GHG

emissions. For the proposed project, the worst-case annual emissions associated with

construction (approximately 12 metric tons per year COZe after amortization over
30 years per SCAQMD methodology) and operations including area, vehicle, and indirect

emissions, (584 metric tons per year COze) would be approacimately 596 metric tons

COZe per year for the proposed project. The proposed project would not exceed the
SCAQMD draft screening threshold for commerciaUresidential sources (3,000 metric
tons/year CO2e) and would be less than significant without mitigation.

With regard to Item C, though increasing electricity use, the project may reduce

operational vehicle trips that would otherwise have to drive further to reach park uses that
meet ADA requirements.
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Finally, with regard to Item D, the project would not conflict with the City of

Los Angeles climate action plan, Green LA: An Action Plan to Lead the Narion in
Fighting Global Warming.

In surrunary, the review of Items A, B, C, and D indicate that the project would not

generate substantial GHGs such that it would conflict with the State goals in AB 32, nor

would the project conflict with an applicable GHG reduction plan, policy or regulation.
Therefore, the project would have a less than significant impact on the cumulative GHG
environment. Even though no mitigation measures are required, the following design

measures will be considered during project design and implementation:1z

Mitigation Measures: None required but implementation of Mitigation Measure

AIR-z is recommended.

Mitigation Measure

Measure AIR-2:

• Design buildings to be energy efficient (e.g., take advantage of shade, prevailing
winds, landscaping and sun screens to reduce energy use}, as feasible.

• Promote efficient lighting and lighting control systems and use daylight as an
integral part of lighting systems in buildings; install light emitting diodes (LEDs)
far traffic, street, and other outdoor lighting.

• Install light colored "cool" roofs, cool pavements, and strategically placed shade
trees, as feasible.

• Install energy efficient heating and cooling systems, appliances and equipment, and
control systems.

• Reuse and recycle consriuction and demolition waste (including, but not limited to,
soil, vegetation, concrete, lumber, metal, and cardboard).

• Provide interior and exterior storage areas for recyclables and green waste and
adequate recycling containers located in public areas, as feasible.

• Promote ride sharing programs, e.g., by designating a certain percentage of parking
spaces for ride sharing vehicles, designating adequate passenger loading and
unloading and waiting azeas for ride sharing vehicles, and providing a web site or
message board for coordinating rides, as feasible.

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant.

iz California Department of Justice, 77:e CEQA ,Addressing Globa! Warming /mpacls o~ the Loca! Agency Level, May 21, 2{?08.
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Less Than
Significant

Potentially with
Significant Mitigation

Issues (and Supporting In/ormation Sources): Impact Incorporation

D. BIOL OGICAL RESOURCES
Would the project:

a) Have a substant ial adverse effect, either direct) y or
through habitat modifications, on an y spe cies
identified as a candidate, sens hive, or special-status
species in local or regi onal p tans, policies, or
regulations, or b y the California Department of F ish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Less Than
Significant
Impact No Impact

❑ ❑

6) Have a substantial adverse effect on an y ripa rian
habitat or o ther sensitive natural communi ty
identified in local or regions I plays, policies,
regulations or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

c) Have a substantial adv erse effect on federa Ily
protected wetlands as defined b y Section 404 of t he
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) thro ugh direct remo vat,
filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of an y
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or
with established native resident o r migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites?

el Conflict w ith an y local policies or ordinances
protecting biolo gical resources, such as a t ree
preservation policy or ordinance?

f) Conflict w ith the provisions of a n adopted Ha bitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state
habitat conservation plan?

Discussion

a) Less than Significant Impact with Yiitigation Incorporated. The project site is located

in the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) [nglewood 7.5-minute quadrangle. Based on the

California Department of Fish and Game's (GDFG) California Natural Diversity

Database (CNDDB) search of this quadrangle, there are 12 special-status13 species with

the potential to occur in the vicinity of the project site, either as residents or transient

animals.14 However, based on known records from the CNDDB, habitat affinities of the

species, areconnaissance-level survey of the site by an ESA biologist on Febniary 7,

2007, and professional judgment, none of the species listed in Table 2.3 would occur at

the project site. Furthermore, given the amount of disturbance that has already occurred

and continues to occur due to recreational activities at the site, the lack of suitable habitat

at the site and within its vicinity, and the current )mount of human activity at the site, it is

also unlikely that any special status species wot►ld inhabit the project site.

13 The term "special-status" species includes those that are listed and receive specific protection defined in federal ur
state endangered species legislation, as well as species not formally listed as Threatened or Endangered, but
designated as Rare or Sensitive on the basis of adopted policies and expertise of state resource agencies or
organizations, or policies adopted by local agencies such as counties, cities, and special districts to meet local
conservation objectives.

~ 4 California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), California Native Diversity Database, 2007.
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TABLE 2.3
SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES AND NATURAL COMMUNITY OCCURRENCE AT AND WITHIN

THE VICINITY OF THE PROJECT SITE

Listing Status
(USFWSfCDFG/ Likelihood of

Species CNPS) Occurrence Comments

Plants

San Bernardino aster --/--/1 B None Found in a variety of native habitats,
Symphyotrichum defotiatum including cismontane woodland,

coastal scrub, lower montane
coniferous forest, meadows and
seeps, marshes and swamps, valley
and foothill grassland, and near
ditches, streams, and springs.

Coastal dunes milk-vetch FE/SE/16 None Found in coastal dune complexes in
Astragalus tenervar. titi southern California.

Prostrate navarretia --/--/1B None Found in vernal pools.
Navarretia prostrata

Spreading navarretia FT/--/1B None Found in vernal pools.
Navarrefia fossalis

California Orcutt grass FE/SE/i B None Found in vernal pools.
Orcuttia californica

Animals

Burrowing owl --/SC/-- None Found in a variety of habitats that
Athene cunicularia contain ground squirrels, including

open, dry grasslands, and deserts.

Southwestern willow flycatcher FElSE/-- None Found in riparian areas with willows.
Empidonax traillii extimus

Coastal Calrfomia gnatcatcher FT/SC/— None Found in coastal scrub.
Polioptila californica califomica

Western mastiff bat --/SC/-- None Found in low elevations in the coastal
Eumops perotis califomicus basins of southern Cal(fornia. They

appear to favor rugged, rocky areas
where suitable crevices are available
for day-roosts.

South coast marsh vole --/SC/-- None Found in coastal marshes.
Microtus californicus stephensi

American badger --/SC/-- None Badgers prefer to live in dry, open
Taxidea taxus grasslands, fields, and pastures. They

are found from high alpine meadows
to sea level.

Coast (San Diego) homed lizard --/SC/-- None Found in areas with abundant, open
Phrynosoma coronatum (blainvillii vegetation such as chaparral or
population) coastal scrub.

Status Codes:

Federal NSFWSI
FE =federally endangered
FT = federally threatened

State (COFG)
SE =state endangered
SC =state species of special concern

CNPS
1 B = plants rare, threatened, or endangered in the state and elsewhere

SOURCES: CNDDB, 2007; Skinner and Pavik, 1986.
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There are several mature trees, as well as natural and ornamental vegetation, located

throughout the site. Construction activities would include landscape and irrigation

systems replacement, and replanting of existing vegetation with native/drought tolerant

species. As discussed in response "e" below, the proposed project does not contain native

oak trees that would be protected under the Los Angeles County Oak Tree Ordinance.

Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with the applicable tree preservation

policy/ordinance.

Proposed improvements would require the removal of three non-protected, ornamental

sycamore trees located adjacent to the existing community building, which would be

replaced by three new planted trees, for a no net loss of trees. Raptor and bat nesting and

foraging would likety not occur due to the urbanized character of the area, the existing

human activity at the site, and the fact that raptors and bats generally require sufficient

open space areas for these purposes. However, if construction activities were to cause the

direct mortality or indirectly affect (e.g., tree removal, construction noise, and dust

causing nest abandonment) non-status nesting migratory birds, this would be a violation

of the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA).

Though variable, the typical nesting season curs between the months of February to

August each year. Construction activities would commence in December 2011 for

approximately 12 months. As such, potential impacts could occur during project

construction if nesting birds aze found to exist on-site. During conshvction, personnel

woutd be required to conform to the MTBA. As operations would likely occur in a

manner similar to existing conditions, no significant impacts would be anticipated.

To ensure that MBTA violations do not occur during construction activities associated

with the proposed project, Mitigation Measure BIO-1 shall be implemented in order to

determine occupancy status or continuing nest dependency. With implementation of

Mitigation Measure BIO-1, the proposed project would not have a substantial adverse

effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a

candidate, sensitive or special-status species in local or regional plans, policies, or

regulations, or by CDFG or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).

Mitigation Measure

Measure BIO-1: Nesting Migratory Birds and Raptors.

1. A preconstntction nesting bird survey for all breeding bird species shall be

conducted in a manner to assure consriuction-related mitigation activities can

be implemented appropriately.

2. Surveys shall be conducted within potential breeding habitat Located within

250 feet of the project site.

3. If construction activities are delayed ar are suspended for more than 30 days,

after the initial pre-construction survey, an additional nesting bird survey must

Hahn Kotler Community Building and General Improvements 2-~ 8 ESA! 206454.01
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be conducted pursuant to No. 1 above, prior to the start or re-initiation of

construction-related activities.

4. If an active nest is located within 2S0 feet of proposed construction activities,
LACPWD or its designated representative, in consultation with CDFG, will

determine the appropriate protective measures_ This consultation can be made
by a conference telephone call, an on-site meeting, or other mutually agreeable
means.

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant.

b) No Impact. Based on a search of the USGS Inglewood quadrangle, it was determined
that the project site contains no blue-line streams.ls Riparian habitat is lowland habitat

associated with the bed and banks of a river, stream, or wash. The project footprint is
located in an upland area that contains nonnative ornamental trees, shrubs, and ground
cover; no riparian habitat currently exists on-site or within the surrounding vicinity.

Furthermore, a CNDDB search performed for the site does not identify any sensitive
natural communities tracked by the CDFG that could occur within the project site itself or
within the surrounding vicinity.~b Therefore, the proposed project would not have a
substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community

identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the CDFG or ~JSFWS.
The proposed project would have no impacts to riparian habitats or other sensitive natural

communities and no mitigation is required.

c} No Impact. according to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' (USAGE) Wetlands

Delineation Manual, the proposed project site is not located in an area that possesses the
proper vegetation (i.e., a preponderance of hydrophytes or "water-loving" plants); soils
(i.e., hydric or waterlogged soils); or hydrologic conditions (i.e., inundated either
permanently or periodically or saturated during the growing season of the prevalent
vegetation) to be defined as a wetland.17 Therefore, the proposed project would not have
a substantial adverse effect on federally-protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.)
through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means. The proposed
project would have no impact and no mitigation is required.

d} Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The proposed project site
is an existing park surrounded by residential neighborhoods and commercial uses and is
not connected to adjacent open spaces. Furthermore, the project site is located within
close proximity to I-I 10, which would also limit the interconnectivity of the project site.
As such, due to the project site's location in a developed portion of Los Angeles County,
it is likely that terrestrial wildlife movement to and from the park is presently limited. In
addition, no blue-line streams occur within the project site, and therefore, fish movement

15 U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), Inglewood, C~! 7.5-Minute Quadrangle Map, 1964, Photo-Revised 1981.
~ 6 California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), California Native Diversity Database, 2Q07.
I~ U.S. Army Corps of Engineers {USAGE), U.S. Army Gorps of Engineers Wetlands I~elineatran dlanual,

http:!/www.wetlands.com(regs/tlpge02e.htm, 1987.
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to and from the park would not occur. As discussed in response to "a" above, given the
lack of native habitat present within the project site and surrounding area, the project site
does not appear to possess the suitable habitat to act as a native wildlife nursery site. It is
possible that migratory birds could utilize the site for nesting purposes. However, with
incorporation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1, the proposed project would not significantly
affect any potential native wildlife nursery sites. Therefore, the proposed project would
not interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species or with established narive resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or

impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. With the implementation of Mitigation
Measure BIO-1, impacts would be less than significant.

Mifigafion Measure

Implement Mitigation Measure BIO-1.

Significant after Mitigation: Less than Significant.

e) No Impact. An ESA biologist perfornaed a reconnaissance-level survey of the site on
February 7, 2007. The proposed project does not contain any native oak trees that would

be protected under the Los Angeles County Oak Tree Ordinance. There are no other

applicable local policies or ordinances designed to protect biological resources that would
constrain development of the project site. Therefore, the proposed project would not
conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a
tree preservation policy or ordinance. The proposed project would have no impact and no
mitigation is required.

f} No Impact. The proposed project is not located within a federally adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan (HCP), a Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP}, or within
any other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. Therefore, the
project would not conflict with the provisions of an adopted HCP, NCCP, or other
approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan at this time. The proposed
project would have no impact and no mitigation is required.

Less Than
Significant

Potentially with Less Than
Sfgni/icartt Mitigation Significant

/ssues (and Supportlng ln/ormatlon Sources): Impact Incorporation Impact No Impact

E. CULT URAL RESOURCES
Would the project:

a) Cause a sub stantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as defined in
§15064.5?

b) Cause a sub stantiai adverse change in the
significance of a unique archaeological resource
pursuant to §15064.5?

c) Directly or indir ectly desVoy a un ique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature?

— - _ _ --
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Less Than
SignNicant

Potentially with Less Than
SigniFcant Mitigation Significant

luues (and Supporting /rrformadon Sources): impact Incorporation Impact No Impact

d) Disturb an y hum an remains, including those inte rred
outside of formal cemeteries?

Discussion

a) Less than Significant Impact. CEQA Section 15064.5 defines an historic resource as a

resource that is included in a local register of historical resources, or as any object,

building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript that the lead agency determines

to be historically significant.lg In addition, according to the Office of Historic

Preservation, a property becomes eligible for listing in the National Register when the

property becomes old enough to meet the Register's 50-year requirement.19 The facilities

at Helen Keller Park were originally constructed in 1963, while the corresponding pool

was constructed in 1971. The facilities at Helen Keller Park proposed for demolition do

not currently meet the 50-year criteria. In addition, the facilities would not meet the 50-

year eligibility for listing in the National Register on or before the demolition phase,

expected in December 2011. In summary, the project site's facilities are not considered

historic or a historic resource. Therefore, the proposed redevelopment of Helen Keller

Park would not cause a substantial change to a known historic resource. Impacts would

be less than significant and no mitigation is required.

b)-d) Less than Signscant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. There are no known

archaeological, paleontological, or unique geological features located on-site or within

the surrounding area. The project site is located in a developed area and surrounded

mainly by a residential neighborhood. Therefore, the potential for construction activities

associated with the proposed project to uncover buried unknown archaeological

resources, paleontological resources, or human remains is low. However, in the unlikely

event that unidentified cultural resources are discovered during project construction,

Mitigation Measure CUL-1 and Mitigation Measure CUL-2 would be implemented to

assure that unpacts remain less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

Measure CUL-1: If arct~aeologica( or paleontological resources are encountered at
the time of grading or project construction, all project work in the area of the
resource shall cease until the area has been surveyed by a qualified archaeologist or
paleontologist in conformance with all applicable regulatory provisions.

Measure CUL-2: If at any time human remains are discovered, the County
Coroner must be contacted and permitted access to the site for preliminary
identification of the remains. If the remains are found to be of Native American
origin, the Native American Heritage Commission must be notified and permitted
to identify the Most Likely Descendant (MLD), and, in consultation with the

~ $ CEQA Guidelines, CCR, Title 14, Chapter 3, Article 5, Section 15064.5, 2007.
t9 California dffice of Historic Preservarion, instructions far Recording Historical Resources, March 1995.
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proponent and archaeological monitor, determine the appropriate disposition ofi the
remains.

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant.

Less Than
Signiiicant

Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Signi/icant

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact incorporation Impact No Impact

F. GEOLOGY, SOILS, AND SEISMICITY -
Would the project:

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injur y, o r
death involving:

i) Rupture of a know n e arthquake fault, as
delineated on t he most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault? (Refer to
Division of Mines and Ge ology Special
Publication 42.)

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

iii) Seismic-related gr ound fail ure, including
liquefaction?

iv) Landslides?

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the foss of topsoil?

c) Be located on geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or
that would become unstable as a result of the pr oject,
and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?

d) Be located on expansive so il, as defined in
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994),
creating substantial risks to life or property?

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use
of septic tanks or alter native w astewater disposal
systems where sew ers are n of available for the
disposal of wastewater?

Discussion

a.i) Less than Significant Impact. The project site is located within the seismically active

region of Southern California. Primary ground n~phire or fault niphire is defined as

surface displacement, which occurs along the surface of a fault dl~ring an earthquake. The
nearest dominant fault feature in the vicinity is the northwest trending Newport

Inglewood Fault Zone (NIFZ).'-0 The NIFZ is an uplifted anticlinal stnicture broken up by
a series of offset, parallel faults. Movement along the NIFZ has resulted in formation of
the string of low hills that extend from Baldwin Nills, southeastward to Newport Beach.
In addition to this fault, two smaller faults, the Overland and the Charnock Fa«Its,

parallel the NIFZ to the southwest.

Z~ URS, Geotechnica! /nvestigation. Helen Keller County Park, Conn~runi~ Burldrng and General Impravemer+ts,
February 13. 2008.
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The majority of Helen Keller Park is Located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault

Zone, as designated by the latest Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone map of the site

area.21 Specifically, the portion of the NIFZ that passes through the project site is a short,

approximately one-mile long, fault that trends N25°W. As discussed in the California

Division of Mines and Geology's (CDMG) Guidelines for Evaluating and Mitigating

Seismic Hazards in California, the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act, which
was signed into state law in December of 1972, prohibits the location of most structures
for human occupancy across the trace of active faults.22 Consequently, the application for
a development permit for any project within a delineated earthquake fault zone must be

accompanied by a geologic report, which includes conclusions and geotechnical

recommendations for design and consriuction of the proposed project (please refer to
Appendix C [Geological Report] for further information on specific design

recommendations for the proposed project). In addition, although the risk of seismic
hazards such as fault rupture cannot be completely avoided, implementation of standard
engineering design measures, as required by the State of California Uniform Building

Code (UBC), would minimize potential earthquake shaking impacts associated with the

proposed project. Therefore, with implementation of all geotechnical recommendations

identified in the project-specific geotechnical report, as well as adherence to the UBC, the

proposed project would not expose on-site employees and visitors, or additional

structures to substantial new adverse risks associated with rupture of a known earthquake
fault. Impacts concerning fault rupture are considered less than significant for the

proposed project.

a.ii) Less than Significant Impact. As mentioned above, the project site is located within the

seismically active region of Southern California. As with other development in the

region, the project could be subject to moderate to strong ground shaking during seismic

events throughout the lifetime of the project. However, as stated above, with

implementation of all geotechnical recommendations identified in the project-specific

geotechnical report, as well as adherence to the UBC, the proposed project would not

expose on-site employees and visitors, or additional structures to substantial new adverse

risks associated with strong seismic ground shaking. As such, impacts are considered less
than significant and no mitigation is required.

a.iii) Less than Significant Impact. Liquefaction is a phenomenon in which soils lose their

strength due to strong seismic shaking, and tends to occur in saturated, loose sandy soils
with a high groundwater table (50 feet or less below ground surface). The California
Geological Survey has designated certain areas within California as potential liquefaction

hazard zones. These are areas considered to be at greater risk of liquefaction-related
ground failure during a seismic event, based upon mapped surficial deposits and the

presence of a relatively shallow groundwater table. According to the Seismic Hazard
Map for the Inglewood Quadrangle, the project site is not located within a Liquefaction

2 ~ Ibid.
22 California Department of Mining and Geology (CDMG), Guidelines for Evaluating and Miligatnig Seismic

Hazards in California, State Mining and Geology Boazd Special Publication l 17, E947.
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Hazard Zone.23 Furthermore, the historic groundwater level of the project site and

surrounding area is relatively low (i.e., greater than 50 feet below exisring ground
surface) and therefore liquefaction potential at the project site is also considered to be
low. The site bas been operating as a public park facility for several years, and no known
issues related to liquefaction have occurred. Furthermore, with implementation of all

geotechnical recommendations as found in the project-specific geotechnical report, as
well as adherence to the UBC, the proposed project would not expose on-site employees
and visitors, or additional structures to substantial new adverse risks associated with

liquefaction. Impacts associated with liquefaction are considered less than significant and
no mitigation is required.

- a.iv) Less than Significant impact. Landslides typically occur in steep slope areas. The

proposed project site is in a relatively flat-lying area in which landslides would not be
expected to occur. In addition, the Seismic Hazards Zone maps for the Inglewood
quadrangle indicate that the project elements do not lie in areas designated as having the
potential for earthquake-induced 

landslides.z4

The same site conditions that are conducive to seismically induced landslides are also
conducive to landslides associated with high rainfall or a rise in groundwater and slopes
underlain by both surficial deposits (generally colluvaum) and bedrock. As noted above,
the proposed project lies in a relatively flat-lying area where landslides would not be
expected to occur. Therefore, the potential for landslides induced by rainfall is not
anticipated to pose a significant hazard to the proposed project. T'he applicant would be
required to incorporate best management practices (BMPs) to control water erosion, and
would be required to comply with standard County and Los Angeles Regional Water
Quality Control Board requirements to lunit erosion during construction. Furthermore, as
stated above, with implementation of all geotechnical recommendations identified in the
project-specific geotechnical report, as well as adherence to the UBC, the proposed
project would not expose on-site employees and visitors, or additional structures to
substantial new adverse risks associated with landslides. Therefore, overall impacts
resulting from the potential for land sliding at the project site are less than significant and
no mitigation is required.

b) Less than Significant Impact. As discussed in the Hydrology and Water Quality
Section, BMPs to minimize stormwater pollution runoff would be implemented during
construcrion. The implementation of BMP requirements world assure that the proposed
project would not result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil. Fiu~thermore, as
stated above, with implementation of all geotechnical recommendations asfound in the
project-specific geotechnical report, as well as adherence to the UBC, the proposed
project would not result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil. As such, impacts
are less than significant and no mitigation is required.

23 URS, Geotechnical Investigation, Heten Keller County Park, Cammuniry Building and GeneraC Improvements,
February 13, 2008.

24 /bid.
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c) Less than Significant Impact. As indicated above, there is very little potential for
tiquefacrion within the project boundary. Conditions such as free-face, sloping ground
surfaces and liquefiable layers are factors that contribute to lateral spread displacement of
the ground during strong motion events. As indicated in the project-specific geotechnical
investigation for the project site, the site is situated on relatively flat ground with very
low susceptibility of liquefaction; therefore, risk of lateral spread displacement is les than
signiftcant.25

The project site currently operates as a recreationaUpark facility, and unstable soils are
not known to occur. The project site is situated well outside any oil field and the area is
not known to be in an area with significant ground water pumping. Furthermore, it is

J anticipated that the current minor amount of water extraction from water wells in the
vicinity of the site would not result in measurable subsidence at the project site.
Accordingly, the potential for subsidence is not considered a significant. Therefore, the
proposed project would not be located on geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that
would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. Impacts related to
unstable geologic units or soils would be less than significant for the proposed project
and no mitigation is required.

d) Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project is located on a developed site in an
established residential community. Helen Keller Park has been in operation since its
construction in 1963, and there have been no issues regarding the stability of the existing
structures. The soils underlying the proposed community building consist of
undocumented fill consisting of loose clayey sand or medium stiff sandy clay. Alluvium
consisting of very stiff clay with varying minor amount of sand, and medium dense to
very dense sand underlies the till to an explored depth of Sd feet (URS, 2008). The
proposed parking lot is underlain by deep undocumented fill of over 15 feet. The fill
consists of sandy clay to clayey sand with construction debris such as asphalt, concrete,
brick, clay pipe, tile, glass, and rock fragments of over three feet in size.26 With the
implementation of all geotechnical recommendations identified in the project-specific
geotechnical report, as well as adherence to the UBC, the proposed project would not
result in significant impacts associated with expansive soils. As such, impacts would be
less than significant and no mitigation is required.

e) No Impact. The project site is located in an area served by existing sewer infrastructure.
Project construction would not include the installation of septic systems or other
wastewater disposal systems. No impacts would occur.

25 Ibed.
26 
ra;a.
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Less Than
Signilicant

Potentially with Less Thart
SigaiFcant Mitigation Significant

Issues (and Supposting !n/ormation Sources): Impact Incorporation Impact No Impact

G. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS -
Would the project:

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment thr ough the routin e transport, use , or
disposal of hazardous materials?

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment thr ough re asonably for eseeable u pset
and accident conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the environment?

c) Emit hazardous emissions or h andle hazardou s or
acutely haza rdous material s, su bstances, or w aste
within o ne-quarter mile of an e xisting or proposed
school?

d) Be located on a site w hich is included on a list of
hazardous mat erials site s co mpiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 6596 2.5 and, as a result,
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment?

e) For a project located w ithin an a irport land use plan
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or public use airp ort,
would the p roject result in a safe ty hazard for people
residing or working in the project area?

f) Fora project within the vi tinily of a private airs trip,
would the project result in a safe ty hazard for people
residing or working in the project area?

g) Impair implementation of or ph ysical{y interfe re with
an adopted eme rgency response plan or emerge ncy
evacuation plan?

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death i nvolving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are a djacent t o u rbanized a reas o r where
residences are intermixed with wildlands?

i) Be located on a site where the property line is less that the
following distance from the edge of a respective power
line easement:

i) 100 feet from a 50-133 kV line; or,

ii) 150 feet from a 220-230 kV line; or:

iii) 350 feet from a 500-550 kV line?

Discussion

a-h) Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would not transport, use or dispose

of significant amounts of hazardous materials. Grading and construction activities may

involve the limited transport, storage, use, or disposal of hazardous materials from the

fueling or servicing of construction equipment on-site. However, these activities would

be minimal, short-term, or one-time in nature. Once complete, the park would utilize

ordinary household or general commercial cleansers, solvents and other substances

utilized for cleaning and maintenance of recreational facilities (i.e. restrooms, etc.). Use

of such substances is subject to the regulations on the labels and as such would not result
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in significant impacts. Therefore, the proposed park redcvelopment would generate less

than significant impacts.

c) Less than Significant Impact. There are no schools located within aone-quarter mile

radius of the project site. The pazk redevelopment would not involve the use of hazardous

materials, acutely hazardous materials, substances, or wastes in sufficient quantities to
pose a hazard to construction workers or patron of the park. Please see response "a"

above for further details. The proposed park redevelopment would be required to comply
with all federal, state, and local rules and regulations for hazardous materials handling to

ensure that impacts would remain less than significant.

d) Less than Significant Impact. Historically, the project site has operated as a park and

there are no known occurrences related to hazardous waste or material storage, or related
activities resulting in waste generation or storage on-site. Thus, project conshuction and

operation would not expose people to hazardous material or waste currently existing on-

site. Therefore, the proposed projeck would have less than a significant impact and no

mitigation is required.

e) Less than Significant Impact. T'he proposed park redevelopment is located

approximately 1.9 miles west of the Hawthorne Municipal Airport. The airport is located

between West EI Segundo Boulevard and 120` Street. The Compton/ Woodley Airport is

located approximately 3.6 miles southeast from the project site a.nd is located on the

comer of West Alondra Boulevard and South Central Avenue. The proposed project is a

redevelopment of existing recrearional and open space park and would not affect air

traffic patterns, or result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project

area. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less than significant impact and no

mitigation is required.

~ No Impact. The proposed redevelopment of Helen Keller Park is not located in the

nearby vicinity of a private airstrip. Please see Hazards and Hazardous materials response

"e" for details on the location and proximately of airports. Therefore, the proposed
redevelopment would have no adverse impact.

g) Less than Significant Impact. The proposed Helen Keller Park redevelopment would
not interfere with current emergency response plans or emergency evacuation plans for
local, state, or federal agencies. Please see Public Services, response "a" and response
"b" for further details. Impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is

required.

h) Less than Significant Impact. Helen Keller Park is located in a residential community
within Los Angeles County. For details on surrounding land uses please see Land Use

and Planning, response "a." Fire Protection services are provided to the park by

Los Angeles County Fire Department, Fire Station #14. The project site has remained a

recreational park within the community for over 30 years, and land uses at the park

resulting form implementation of the project e~vould remain sunilar to those that currently

exist at the site. The park redevelopmenk would not increase the potential for wildfires or
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expose people to wildfire dangers. The proposed redevelopment would have less than
significant impacts and no mitigation is required.

i) Less than Significant Impact. Electric and magnetic fields (EMF) are part of the
spectrum of electromagnetic radiation that is caused by the presence and motion of
electrical charges. EMF are naturally occurring phenomena that are often created through
earth's magnetic and weather patters. However, during the 24th century, environmental
exposure to man-made electromagnetic fields has steadily increased as growing
electricity demand, ever-advancing technologies, and changes in social behavior have
created more and more artificial sources. As such, EMF of all frequencies represent one
of the most common and fastest growing environmental influences in developed areas
today.

The health risks associated with exposure to EMF have become a topic of increasing
concern as the rate of ENIF exposure increases. Despite some uncertainty, it is generally
accepted that exposure to EMF above certain levels for extended periods of time can
trigger adverse health effects in humans. Conversely, experiments with healthy
volunteers indicate that short-term exposure to EMF at the levels commonly present in
the environment or in the home do not cause any apparent detrimental effects.27
Accordingly, exposures to fugher levels of EMF that have the potential to cause adverse
health effects in humans are restricted by national and international guidelines.

In terms of the proposed project, EMF exposwe could be created due to the project site's
close proximity to nearby power lines. A significant impact would occur if the proposed
project placed park patrons within one of the following distances from the edge of a
respective power line easement: 100 feet of a 50-133 kV line; 150 feet of a 220-230 kV
line; or, 350 feet of a 500-550 kV line. The nearest power-line to the proposed project site
consists of the 12.SkV overhead power-line located west of the existing residences that
currently border the western property line of the project site, along Berendo Avenue. The
12.SkV power-line is located approximately 200 feet west of the nearest park structure,
and is buffered by an open lot and several strucri~res. Therefore, the proposed project
would not place patrons within l00 feet of any existing power-line easements, or exceed
any acceptable exposure currents. The proposed project would have a less than
significant impact regarding exposure to EMF, and no mitigation is required.

Issues (and Supporting lnformaGon Sources):

H. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Would the project:

a) Violate an y water qualit y standards o r waste
discharge requirements?

Less Than
Significant

Potentially with
Significant Mitigation
Impact incorporation

Cess Than
Significant
Impact No /mpact

❑ ❑ ~ ❑

27 World Health Organization (WHO), Electromagnetic Fields. website: http:/lww~v.who.int/peh-emf/projecVen/.
Accessed on February 9, 2009.
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Less Than
Significant

PotenUaNy with Less Than
Slgnifrcant Midgatlon S(gnificant

Issues (and Supporting lntoimalion Sources): Impact lncoiporation Impact No lmpac[

b) Substantially d eplete ground water supplies or
interfere su6stantiaily with groundwater recharge such
that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a
lowering of the local ground water table level (e.g. ,the
production rate of pre-existing nearb y w ells would
drop to a level w hich would not support e xisting land
uses or planned uses for which permits have been
granted)?

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of a
site or area thro ugh the alteratio n of the course of a
stream or river, or by other means, in a ma nner that
would result insubstantial erosion or siltation on - or
off-site?

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of a site
or area through the alteration of the course of a stream
or river or, by other means, s ubstantially increase the
rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner thak would
result in flooding on- or off-site?

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater
drainage systems or provide substantial additional
sources of polluted runoff?

~ Othenxise substantially degrade water quality?

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as
mapped on a federal Flood F~azard Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate Map or other authoritative flood
hazard delineation map?

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures
that would impede or redirect flood flows?

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving flooding, including
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?

j) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving inundation by seiche,
tsunami, or mudFlowl

Discussion

a) Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would disturb more than one acre of
soil, and therefore, a Statewide General Constniction National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) Pernvt is required along with submittal of a notice of intent
to the State Regional Water Quality Control Board (SRWCB) prior to commencement of
constniction activities. Under current regulations, the proposed project must meet or
exceed water quality standards and waste discharge requirements set by the State
Regional Waker Quality Control Boards.

The proposed project's construction activities have a potential to cause erosion,
sedimentation, and the discharge of construction debris from the project site. Clearing of
vegetation and grading activities, far example, would lead to exposed or stockpiled soils
susceptible to peak stormwater runoff flows. In addition, the compaction of soils by
heavy equipment may minimally reduce the infiltration capacity of soils (exposed during

H81en KeNer Community Bwiding and General Improvements 229 ESA / 206454.01
initlal StudyJMND March 2011



2. Initial

construction) and increase runoff and erosion potential. If uncontrolled, these materials

could lead to water quality problems, including sediment-laden runoff, prohibited non-
stormwater discharges, and ultimately the degradation of downstream receiving water

bodies. Consequently, if unabated, short-term impacts to surface waters during

construction activities could result in the violation of water quality standards or waste

discharge requirements. Prior to issuance of development permits project, the Applicant

would prepare a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), including appropriate

(Best Management Practices) BMPs to prevent non-point source pollutants from leaving

the project site and reaching the water body of concern.

The Applicant would submit a SWPPP to the County of Los Angeles Planning

Department for review and approval prior to project construction pemut approval. A

SWPPP with BMPs is required to capture and treat polluted runoff from the proposed

project site. The SWPPP would identify the exact type of BMPs, the timing and location

of implementation, and the purpose and expected result of each BMP in protecting water

quality and water flow characteristics. BMPs would include measures to contain erosion

and prevent the introduction of toxic substances to runoff. The SWPPP would address
pre-construction, construction, and post-construction measures, and both temporary and

permanent measures. Recommended BMPs for the construction phase include but are not

(united to the following:

• Proper stockpiling and disposal of demolition debris, concrete, and soil;

• Protecting existing storm drain inlets; stabilizing disturbed areas;

• Erosion controls;

• Proper management of construction materials; and

• Waste management; aggressive litter control; and sediment controls.

In accordance with all regulations governing construction projects within Los Angeles
County, these requirements shalt be incorporated into the proposed project's design
specifications and construction contracts. As such, impacts are less than significant and
no mitigation is required.

b) Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project site is relatively small (6.6 acres),

and construction of the proposed project would not significantly increase the amount of

impermeable surfaces. The project site is currently developed with the Helen Keller Park

and is covered mostly in impervious surfaces associated with the parks existing

community building, parking lot, playground and other paved areas. The proposed project
would have similar lot coverage as the existing park, and all improvements would remain

within the existing footprint of the site. The impervious surface of the proposed project

may increase a small percentage due to the addition square footage of the new

community building; however, the increase would not be such that significant impacts

would occur. Furthermore, the proposed project would also include some landscaped

areas. The proposed project does not involve a change in the present land use that would
require a substantial expanded use of existing water resourc$s. As a result, the proposed

project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially

with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a
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lowering of the local groundwater table level. Impacts would be [ess than significant and
no mitigation is required.

c) Less than Significant Impact. The topography of the proposed project site is generally
flat and ranges from 155 feet amsl (above mean sea level) to 163 feet amsl in the
northwest comer of the park.28 The proposed project would not result in large-scale
topographic changes or other changcs that would affect the drainage pattern of the site or
surrounding area. Furthermore, the proposed project would adhere to all county
regulations and implement BMPs and other measures to ensure impacts remain less than
significant. Therefore, the proposed project would not substanrially alter the existing
drainage pattern of a site or area through the alteration of the course of a stream or river,
or by other means, in a manner that would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or
off-site, and no mitigation is required.

d) Less than Significant Impact. Please see response "c" above. The proposed project
would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of a site or area through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river or, by other means, substantially increase the
rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on- or off-site.
The proposed project would have a less than significant impact and no mitigation is
required.

e) Less than Significant Impact.. As mentioned above in response "b", the project site is
currently developed with Helen Keller Park and is covered mostly in unpervious surfaces
associated with the park's existing community building, parking lot, playground and
other paved areas. The proposed project would have similar lot coverage as the existing
park, and all improvements would remain within the existing footprint of the site. The

impervious surface of the proposed project may increase a small percentage due to the
addition square footage of the new commtmity building; however, the increase would not
be such that significant impacts would occur. Furthermore, ttie proposed project would
also include some landscaped areas. The proposed project does not involve a change in
the present land use that would require a substantial expanded use of existing water
resources. With the implementaxion of the required water quality BMPs, the proposed
project would not provide substantial sources of polluted runoff during construction or
operation. Therefore, the proposed project would not create or contribute runoff water
that would exceed the capacity of exisring or planned stormwater drainage systems or
provide substantial additional sources of polluted nznoff. The proposed project would
have a less than significant unpact and no mitigation is required.

fl Less than Significant Impact. With the implementation of water quality BMPs (see
response to question "a' above), the proposed project would not substantially degrade
overall water quality. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not
substantially degrade water quality and no mitigation is required.

2S URS, Geotechxical lrrvestigution, Heten Kefler Cotaity Park, Co~nntt~nity &wilding and General Impruvemenls,
February 13, 2008.
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g-i) Less than Significant Impact. Earthquake induced flooding occurs when nearby water

retaining structures, such as dams or storage tanks, are breached or damaged during an

earthquake. The project site is not within a 100-year or 500-year flood hazard zone, or

within an inundation hazard zone, according to the Los Angeles County Safety

Element 29 Based on this information, there would be minimal risk of earthquake induced

flooding within the vicinity of the site. In addition, the proposed project is the

redevelopment and enhancement of existing on-site facilities, and future land uses would

not deviate drastically from existing conditions. Lastly, with implementation of all

geotechnical recommendations as found in the project-specific geotechnical report, as

well as adherence to the UBC, the proposed project would not result in significant

impacts associated with seismically induced flooding. Therefore, the proposed project

would not expose additional people or structures to significant risk of loss, injury or death

due to the potential for seismically induced flooding. Potential impacts would be less than

significant and no mitigation is required

j) Less than Significant Impact. Other seismic hazards, such as tsunamis, seiches, and

earthquake-induced landslides, do not exist at the site due to the site's distance from the

Pacific Ocean and the absence of reservoirs or lakes within the vicinity of the site.

Therefore, potential impacts associated with these seismic hazards are considered less

than significant for the proposed project.

Less Than
Significant

Potentially with Less Than
Slgnlficanf Mitigation Significant

Issues (and Supporting In/ormatlon Sources): Impact lncorporatlon Impact No /mpact

I. LAND USE AND LAND USE PLANNING -
Would the project:

a) Physically divide an established community?

b) Conflict w ith an y applicabl e land use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with j urisdiction over the
project (including, but not limited to the gener al plan,
specific plan, local coastal program, or zo Wing
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoidin g or
mitigating an environmental effect?

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan
or natural community conservation plan?

Discussion

a) No Impact. Helen Keller Park is an existing park within an established community; this
park has been in operation for over 30 years. The project site is located within the
southern portion of Los Angeles County, between the City of Gardena and khe

unincorporated Athens Village. Residential uses lie to the north, west, and east of the

project site. South of the site, on the west comer of West El Segundo Boulevard and

South Vermont Avemie, lies a junk yard and a closed gas station, both of which are zoned
Commercial Manufacturing {C-'~I). A Shell gasoline station and other community serving

29 lbicl.
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commercial vendors are located on the east comer of West El Segundo Boulevard and
South Vermont Avenue. The site is akeady disturbed with the existing recreational uses.

The proposed park redevelopment would nit physically divide an established
community; the park is itself part of the established community and has been located
within the community for over 30 years. The proposed park improvements would
enhance the recreational services for the surrounding community and other visitors, and
would allow the park to provide ADA approved recreational amenities. The proposed
project would not divide an established community, and impacts to the surrounding area
considered Less than significant.

b) Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project is located in an unittcorporated area
of Los Angeles County, adjacent to the City of Gardena and in the community of Athens
Village, within the West Athens/Westmont Community Plan (Community Plan) area.
Adopted in 1990, this Community Plan encompasses an area described as an "urban
residential community,"30 The Community Plan's goals and objectives address land use,
housing, economic, circulation, and environmental management goals. These goals
include preserving and improving the residential character of the community and
providing adequate and accessible outdoor recreation and open space amenities. The
Community Plan designates the park site's land use as Single Family Residence and
zones the site as R-1: Single Family Residential, although the Community Plan
specifically recommends that the zoning for Helen Keller Park be changed to Open Space
(O-S). The project site is now zoned as Open Space (O-S) and its land use designation is
classified as Open Space (OS.1).31 Under its current zoning, all structures are restricted to
a maximum of 35 feet or two stories. According to the County of Los Angeles General
Plan Draft Open Space Map, Helen Keller Park is designated as County Park Land.32

The proposed project is consistent with the applicable adopted goals and policies found in
the Community Ptan. The park specifically complements the predominately residential
character of the Community Plan area and specifically conforms #o the goal related to
providing adequate and accessible outdoor recrearion and open space amenities by
providing new recreational facilities and new paved walkways, fencing and other
ancillary struchu-es. Tt~e proposed project conforms to the zoning and land use
designarion for the site by maintaining its land use as a park. The project would be
required to conform to all required setbacks, building heights and parking requirements.

Surrounding zoning consists of C-M (Commercial Manufacturing) along EI Segundo
Boulevard and R-1 in all other immediately surrounding areas. C-M zoning allows a
variety of commercial uses compatible with residential neighborhoods, including some
light manufacturing and assembly. Because this use is limited to the properties that face
El Segundo Boulevard (and not the park), the small C-M zoning district would not

30 County of Los Angeles, West Athens/Westmont Community Plan, March 15, 1490.
31 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning GIS-NET, http:i/planning.lacouflty.gov/

intGisMaps.htrn, accessed March 4, 2004.
3~ County of Los Angeles Departrnent of Regional Planning County ojLos Angeles Genera! Plan Drajt, Qpen Space

Map, accessed on March 9, 2009 at http://planning.ca.la.ca.uslspGPMaps.htm.
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conflict with the predominantly residential character of the area nor with the park. The

redevelopment and enhancement of the park would therefore not conflict with any land

use plan, policy or regulation. The proposed park improvements would have a les-than-

significant effect on land uses, policies or plans.

c) No Impact. Please see Biological Resources, response "e" and "P' for further details. The

proposed project would not conflict with any application habitat conservation plan or

natural community conservation plan. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant

and no mitigation is required.

less Than
Significant

Potentially with Less Than
Sign cant Mitigation Significant

issues (and Supporting fnformaGon Sources): Impact Incorporation Impact No Impact

J. MINERAL RESOURCES -Would the project:

a) Result in the loss of a vailability of a know n mineral
resource that would be of value t o the region and the
residents of the state?

b) Resull in the loss of availability of a locally impoRank
mineral resou rce recover y site d elineated on a I ocal
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?

Discussion

a-b) Less than Significant Impact. The project site is a commtimity park containing various

recreational amenities and open space areas. The park is located in Los Angeles County

in an existing disturbed area with surrounding residential and commercial land uses.

According to the County of Los Angeles General Plan, Special Management Areas Draft

Map, the proposed site is not located in a Mineral Resource Zone.33 Therefore, the

redevelopment and enhancement of the Helen Keller Park would not have an adverse

effect on mineral resources. The proposed project would have a less than significant

impact and no mitigation is required.

Potentially
Signifrcant

(sues (and Supporting In/ormatfon Sources): Impact

Less Than
Significant

with
Mitigation

Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact No Impact

K. NOISE -Would the project:

a) Result in exposure of persons to, or generation of,
noise levels in excess of stands rds established in the
local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies?

b) Result in exposure of persons to, or generation of,
excessive grou ndborne vibration or gro undborne
noise levels?

33 County of Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning, County ojLo,s .9~Tgeles Genera! Plun Drgjt,
Special Nfanagement Areas Mpp, accessed on March 9, ?009 at http://planning.co.la.ca.us/spGPMaps.htm.
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Less Than
Slgni~cant

Potentialty with Less Than
Signincant MfNgation SignlNcant

Issues (and Suppo►tl►rg In(ormaUon Sources): Impact Incorporation Impact No Impact

c) Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?

d) Result in a subst antial temporary or periodic increase ~ (~
in ambient noise levels in the project vicin ity a Bove
levels existing without the project?

e) For a project boated w ithin an a irpoR land use plan
area, or, where such a plan has not been adop ted, in
an area within two miles of a public airport or public
use airport, would the project expose people residing
or working in the area to excessive noise levels?

~ For a project I~ated in the vicinity of a private airstrip,
would the project expose people residing or working in
the project area to excessive noise levels?

Discussion

a) Less than Significant Impact. The County of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance establishes

❑oise standards for the project area. In addition, the Noise Element of the Los Angeles
County General Plan addresses noise with respect to general land use compatibility. The

County General Plan Noise Element has adopted guidelines based on the community

noise compatibility criteria established by the State Department of Health Services (DHS)

for use in assessing the compatibility of various land use types with a range of noise

levels. Other rating scales have been developed to account for the various effects of noise

on people, which include the Equivalent Noise Level (Lech and the Day Night Noise

Level (Ldn). In addition, as the human ear is not equally sensitive to sound at all

frequencies, a special frequency-dependent rating scale has been devised to relate noise

to human sensitivity, or the A-weighted decibel scale (dBA).

The County General Plan Noise Element prohibits the development of new commercial,

industrial, or other noise generating Land uses adjacent to existing residential dwellings if

the operational noise from the new development exceeds 55 dBA CNEL measured ak the

property line of the residential land use. The County General Plan Noise Element

provides an interior noise standard of 45 dBA CNEL for existing and proposed

residenrial land use. Considering that typical residential structures provide at least 20 to

25 dBA of exterior to interior noise reduction, compliance with the County's noise

criteria of 55 dBA would result in noise levels within interior spaces that would be 45

dBA or lower. The County General Plan Noise Element also addresses the potential

impacts associated with construction noise. The County General Plan Noise Element

prohibits construction activities between the hours of 7:00 p.m and 7:00 a.m.

As deternuned in response "d" below, construction noise impacts to the closest sensitive

land use would be less than significant. In addition, project operations would not result in

a significant increase in noise levels. As determined in response "c" below, noise due to

long-term project operations would be less than significant and no mitigation would be

required. As such, the proposed project would not resi►lt in the exposure of persons to or
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generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan or

noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies. Impacts would be less than

significant.

b) Less than Significant Impact. Vibration associated with noise, which takes the form of

oscillatory motion, can be described in terms of acceleration, velocity, and displacement.

Typically, human response to vibration is not significant until the vibration exceeds

70 dB. Project construction would employ conventional acrivities and the

equipment/techniques anticipated for use would not cause excessive ground-borne

vibration. No pile driving or funneling would occur. Project construction and operation

would not generate significant levels of ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise.

-, For operations, the facility would continue to operate as a park and would not generate

ground-borne vibration. Potential impacts would ba less than significant.

c) Less than Significant Impact. The proposed improvements would not result in a

permanent increase in ambient noise in the site vicinity above those occumng without the

project. Operation of the equipment proposed would not result in noise levels that exceed

applicable significance thresholds (e.g. County General Plan Noise Element or Municipal

Code), and there would be no increase in ambient noise from project operation. Project

operations are not expected to exceed the County General Plan Noise Element

compatibility criterion of 55 dBA CNEL for the property line of sensitive land uses, and

therefore would not result in a significant impact. As a result, implementation of the

proposed development would not permanently increase ambient noise levels in the area

and potential impacts would be less than significant.

d) Less than Significant Impact. The generation of noise associated with project

construction would occur on a temporary basis (e.g. approximately 12 months) for site

preparation and construction activities. Construction activities for the park improvements

would result in less than one acre per day of disturbed soil. Construction activities would

create noise on a short-term basis from heavy equipment and related construction

activities. The operation of heavy equipment during construction would result in

temporary increases in noise in the immediate vicinity of the construction site. As shown

on Table 2.4, average noise levels associated with the use of heavy equipment at

construction sites can range from about 78 to 86 dBA, depending upon the types of

equipment in operation at any given time and the phase of construction. The majority of

the time, construction noise levels at adjacent sensitive locarions would be much lower,

due to reduced construction activity and the phasing of construction (i.e., construction

noise levels at a given location would be reduced as construction activities conclude or

move to another more distant location from the site).

Some land uses are considered more sensitive to noise than others due to the amount of

noise exposure and the types of activities typically involved. The nearest school site

sensitive receptors are the West Athens Elementary School to the north and the 135`x'

Street Elementary School to the south. Both are approximately 0.6 mile from the project
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Less Than
Significant

Potentfa(ly w/th Less Than
Sign cant MiUgatlon Slgnl~cant

Issues (and Supporting Information Sourcesj: impact lncorpwabon impact No Impact

L. POPULATION AND HOUSING -Would the project:

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either
directly (f or e xample, b y propos ing new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (for example, th rough
extension of roads or other infrastrucxure)?

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing ho using
units, necessitat ing the cons traction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

Discussion

a) Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project does not contain a residential

component. The project is designed to provide recreational enhancement to the

surrounding community through the redevelopment and modernization of Hclen Keller

Park. Therefore, due to the fact that the proposed project does not include a residential

component, no additional population would be introduced to the surrounding area as a

result of project development. Furthermore, it is anticipated that the majority of the

projects patrons currently reside in the surrounding community. The proposed

recreational improvements would not directly or indirectly induce population growth as a

result of its implementation. Therefore, the proposed project would have less than a

significant impact on population growth and no mitigation is required.

b-c) No Impact. The project site is currently used for recreational activities and contains no

dwelling units. The proposed project does not contain a residential component and would

nat displace housing or people. No impact would occur and no mitigation is required.

Issues (and Supporting Informatlon Sources):

M. PUBLIC SERVICES -Would the project:

a) Result in substantial adverse ph ysical impacts
associated with the provision of, or the need fo r, new
or phy sically alter ed gover nmental facilities, the
construction of which c ould cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maint ain
acceptable service ratios, respo nse times, or o ther
performance objectives for any of the following public
services:

i) Fire protection?

ii) Police protection?

iii) Schools?

iv) Park s?

v) Other public facilities?

Helen Keller Gommuniry Building and General Improvements 2°38
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Less Than
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Potentially with Less Than
Stgni/icant Mitigation Significant
impact tncorporatfon Impact No Impact
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DISCUSS1011

a.i) Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project site would be serviced by the

Los Angeles County Fire Department, Battalion 20, Fire Station #14.34 Fire Station #14

is located at 1401 West 108` Street. The Fire Department currently has access to the

project site via South Vermont Avenue, and this entrance would be maintained

throughout the construction and operational phases of the project. Furthermore, the

proposed project would comply with all Building and Fire Code standards, as well as

with any other regulations related to fire protection and emergency access currently

governing the site. Therefore, the proposed project would have less than significant

impacts related to fire service and no mitigation is required.

a.ii) Less than Significant Impact. The project site is served by two law enforcement

agencies, which include the Los Angeles County Sheriffs Department and the

Los Angeles County Police. The Los Angeles County Police is a specialized law

enforcement agency that provides services to patrons, employees and properties of

County Departments who contract out for such services. The Parks Service Bureau of the

Los Angels County Police provides vehicle, bicycle and foot patrols to more than

126 regional parks, lakes, and nah~re trails. Currently, the department provides taw

enforcement services to the Helen Keller Park. The proposed project is the

redevelopment and modernization of existing park facilities, and land uses at the site

would remain essentially the same after completion of the project as compared to existing

conditions. Therefore, the demand for police services and protection is not anticipated to

increase significantly because of project implementation. The proposed project would

have a less than significant impact on police services and no mitigation is required.

a.iu) No Impact. The proposed project is the improvement and redevelopment of a currently

existing recreational park. The Helen Keller Park project does not contain a residenrial

component and thus would not induce substantial population growth in the area.

Therefore, as population levels in the surrounding area would remain similar to those

exisring prior to project implementation, no impact to school services would occur. The

proposed project would not physically impact schools by causing a need for altered or

additional facilities due to residential growth. The proposed project would have no

impact and no mitigation is required.

a.iv) No Impact. As mentioned above, the Helen Keller Park project does not contain a

residential component, and thus, would not induce substantial population growth in the

area. Therefore, as population levels in the surrounding area would remain similar to

those exisring prior to project implementation, no impact to recreational amenities would

occur. The proposed project is, itself, a recreational redevelopment and would not require

the construction of a new or physically altered facility due to the construction of the site

(please see Recreation below for further detaiIs). The project would be designed with the

goal of providing children and adults with a venue for both passive and active recreation,

3`~ Personal Communication with Firefighter Christiansen of the Los Angetes County Fire Department, Fire
Starion #14, on June 21, 2Q07.
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as well as provide for additional ADA compliant recreational facilities. The
redevelopment of the park would have no impact on surrounding recreational facilities
and no mirigation is required.

a.v) No Impact. The proposed project would not cause the need for any new or physically

altered public facilities. As mentioned above, the Helen Keller Park project does not
contain a residential component and thus would not induce substantial population growth
in the area. Therefore, as population levels in the surrounding area would remain similar
to those existing prior to project implementation, no impact to public utilities would
occur. 'The proposed project would have no impact and no mitigation is required.

Less Than
Significant

Potentially with Less Than
Sfgni~cant Mitigation Slgnlflcant

Issues (and Supporting Informatiar Sources): Impact ►nco~poration impact No impact

N. RECREATION -Would the project

a) Increase the use of existing neighborfiood and regional
parks or other r ecreational facilities suc h that
substantial physical deterioration of the facilities would
occur a be accelerated?

b) Include retreat Tonal facilities or requir e the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities that
might have an adverse ph ysical effect on the
environment?

Discussion

a) No Impact. The proposed project is a redevelopment and modernization of an existing

neighborhood recreational land use. The park redevelopment areas are located to the east
of the existing parking lot, and would include construction of an approximate 4,500 sf

community center building to increase the amount of usable interior space for the
community. The new community building would include an entrance foyer, staff control

area, large community room, media room, computer lab, meeting room, kitchen, interior

access room, exterior access room, and storage areas. Outdoor improvements would

include the construction of two new parking lots, two new playground facilities (one
designed for younger children and one designed for older children) and enhanced
landscaping. In addition, the project would redevelop the entrance courtyard to the

community center, pavement areas, walkways, fencing and other ancillary structures.
These improvements would assure that the Helen Keller Park facility complies with the
ADA requirements, and would be designed with the goal of providing children and adults
with a venue for both passive and active recreation. The redevelopment of the park can be
considered a potentially beneficial addition to the community. The proposed project itself
is a recreational facility and therefore would not cause the physical deterioration of other
surrounding facilities. The proposed project would have no impact and no mitigation is
required.

Helen Koller Community Building and General improvements 2-4n Egq / 20fi454.01
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2. Initial

b) No Impact. As discussed in response "a" above, the proposed project is a recreational

facility with corresponding land uses. The proposed project would improve on the park's

existing recreational facilities and would serve as a benefit to park patrons and the

surrounding community alike. As such, the proposed project would not include

recreational facilities or require the constniction or expansion of recreational facilities that

might have an adverse physical effect on the environment. The propose project would have

no impact and no mitigation is required.

Less Than
Signircani

Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant

Issues (and Supporting lntormailon Sources): Impact Incorporation Impact No Impact

O. TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC
Would the project:

a) Cause a n inc rease in t raffic which is subs tantial in
relation to t he e xisting t raffic load and cap acity o f the
street s ystem (i.e., result in a s ubstantial increase in
either th e number of veh ide trips, th e vo lume-to-
capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)?

b) Exceed, eithe r individually or cumulatively, a lev el of
service standard established by the county congestion
management a gency fo r des ignated roa ds or
highways?

c) Result in a change in air tr arc patterns, incfud ing
either an increa se in traffic levels or a change in
location that result in substantial safety risks?

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature
(e.g., sharp cur ves or dangero us intersections) or
incompatible uses (e.g., fa+m equipment)?

ej Resuit in inadequate emergency access?

~ Result in inadequate parking capacity?

g) Conflict w ith ad opted policies, plans, or progr ams
supporting alternative transportation (e.g., conflict with
policies promoting bus turnouts, bicycle racks, etc.)?

Discussion

a) Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project is a redevelopment and

modernization of the recreational facilities at the Helen Keller Park. The park has been an

established part of the surrounding community for over 3Q years, and is primarily

intended to service the neighboring residential communities. Alternate transportation can

be used to access the park and many of these Local residential dwellings are within

walking and biking distance of the project site. Access to the improved park is provided

through the adjacent parking lot Located off of 126' Street or by foot from South

Vermont Avenue. The project does not have a residential component and, therefore,

would not substantially increase traffic volumes beyond the existing street capacity. The

proposed project would have less than a significant impact on traffic conditions and road

capacity and no mitigation is required.
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b) Less than Significant Impact. As mentioned above, the proposed project site is mainly

surrounded by residential uses. The eacisting park is intended to serve the surrounding

neighborhood and, thus, many patrons are within walking or biking distance from the

site. The proposed project is the redevelopment of an existing park and although park

patronage would likely increase slightly upon completion of the project, existing

conditions at the site are not expected to deviate significantly upon full build-out of the

project. Therefore, the proposed project would a less than significant impact on nearby

arterials and no mitigation is required.

c) Less than Significant Impact. The proposed park redevelopment is located

approximately 1.9 miles west of the Hawthorne Municipal Airport, which is located

between West EI Segundo Boulevard and 120' Street. The Compton/ Woodley Airport is

located approximately 3.6 miles southeast from the project site, located on the comer of

Alondra Boulevard and South Central Avenue. The proposed project is a redevelopment

of existing recreational facility and the proposed recreational uses would not affect air

traffic or flight patterns. Therefore, the proposed project would not pose a safety risk

related to air traffic or air traffic patters and no mitigation is required.

d) Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project is designed to maintain vehicular

access to the site, which is currently available at 126th Street from Berendo Avenue, or

by pedestrian access from Verrnont Avenue. The existing park does not pose any design

feature hazards; thus, with the maintenance of existing access, the proposed project

would have a less than significant impact and no mitigation is required.

e) Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project site would be serviced by the

Los Angeles County Fire Deparrinent. The Los Angeles County Fire Department

currently has adequate access to the project site via 126th Street from Berendo Avenue.

The proposed project would comply with all Building and Fire Code standards, as well as

with any additional regulations related to emergency access that currently govern the

project site. The proposed project would have a less than significant impact and no

mitigation is required.

~ Less than Significant Impact. Currently, parking for Helen Keller Park is provided by

the eastern parking lot, which can be accessed from W. 126` Street, via Berendo Avenue.

The existing eastern parking lot has the capacity for 29 parking spaces. Upon full build-

out of the proposed project, the existing eastern parking lot would be abandoned and

replaced by two new parking lots located to the north and south of the existing park. The

north parking lot would be accessible via Vermont Avenue, and would contain

approximately 23 proposed new spaces. The proposed improvements would also include

the reconstruction of the exisring south parking lot, which currently contains the capacity

for 30 parking spaces. Improvements associated with the southern parking lot would

include the addition of 10 parking spaces to the western edge of the lot, for a total of

40 parking spaces upon full build-out of the project. Parking demand would not increase

significantly due to implementation of the proposed project, and as the proposed project
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Initial StudylMND March 2011



2. Initial

is largely intended to serve nearby neighboring communities, many of which are within

walking or biking distance of the site, the amount of parking spaces provided by the on-
site improvements would be considered adequate. Impacts associated with parking are
considered less than significant for the proposed project.

g) Less than Significant Impart_ The proposed project would not conflict with any adopted

policies, plans or programs supporting alternative transportation. Alternative means of

transportation can be used to access the site (such as walking or biking). Furthermore, the

proposed project would not adversely impact any mode of public transportation (i.e., bus
or train) upon implementation. The proposed project would have no adverse effect on

policies or plans supporting alternative transportation. Impacts would be less than

significant and no mitigation is required.

Less Than
Signircant

Potentially wifh Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporation Impact No Impact

P. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS -
Would the project:

a) Conflict w ith wastewater t reatment requir ements of
the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?

b) Require or result in the const ruction of new water or
wastewater t reatment facilities ore xpansion of
existing facilities , the c onstruction of which c ould
cause significant environmental effects?

c) Require o r resu It in the construction of ne w st orm
water d rainage facilit ies, or ex pansion of e xisting
facilities, the constr uction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

d) Require new or expanded water supply resources or
entitlements?

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment
provider that would serve the project that it has
adequate capac ity to serve the projects projected
demand in addition to the provider's e xisting
commitments?

~ Be served b y a landfill w ith sufficient permitted
capacity to acc ommodate the projects solid waste
disposal needs?

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?

Discussion

al Less than Significant impact. The proposed project would not substantially alter public

services or utilities, nor would it result in a significant physical change in land use
activities that would be detrimental to long-term Regional Water Quality goals. Helen
Keller Park currently contains water and wastewater infrastructure. The redevelopmenk of
the park's facilities are intended to improve appearance, efficiency, and accessibility, and

would not generate a negative impact on the surrounding community ar conflict with the
wastewater treatment requirements of the Regional Water Quality Control Board.
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Therefore, the proposed project would have a less than significant impact and no
mirigarion is required.

b) Less than Significant Impact. Redevelopment associated with the proposed project
would not substantially increase the demand for water or wastewater services. The park
currently makes use of water and wastewater services through the use of restrooms,
drinking fountains and landscape irrigation. The proposed project would include new
restrooms to replace the current ones, a new community building, and other ancillary
facilities. These land uses would not deviate substantially from those currently existing
on-site, and therefore would likely generate similar amounts of water and wastewater. As
such, the proposed project would not require ar result in the construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing faciliries, the construction of

which could cause significant environmental effects. Impacts would be less than
significant and no mitigation is required.

c) Less than Significant Impact. Redevelopment associated with the proposed project
would not substantially increase the amount of impervious surfaces at the project site.
The proposed park improvements would take place on an existing disturbed and
developed site, and would remain confined to the larger footprint of the existing pazk.
Helen Keller Park is currently serviced with adequate stormwater infrastructure. The
proposed project would include new replacement restrooms, a new community building,
as well as areas of landscaped space. As mentioned above, these land uses would not
deviate substantially from those currently exisring on-site, and therefore would likely
generate similar amounts of stormwater. As such, the proposed project would not require
or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities, or expansion of

existing facilities, the consriuction of which could cause significant environmental
effects. Impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.

c!} Less than Significant Impact. The Golden State Water Company (Central &West Basin
Water Replenishment) currently serves the existing park. As mentioned in response "b"
above, the land uses proposed by the project would not deviate substantially from those
currently existing on-site, and therefore woWd likely generate similar amounts of water.
When considered in the context of the larger Helen Keller Park facility, it is anricipated
that similar amount of water resources would be utilized. Therefore, the proposed
redevelopment area of Helen Keller Park is not anticipated to generate an adverse effect
to water supply resources, or require new or expanded water supply resources or
entitlements. Impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.

e) Less than Significant Impact. As mentioned in response "b" above, redevelopment
associated with the proposed project would not substantially increase the demand for
wastewater services. The park currently generates wastewater mainly through the use of
restrooms and public uses (i.e., drinking fountains, sinks, etc.). The proposed project
would include new replacemettt restrooms, a new community building, and other
ancillary facilities. These land uses would not deviate substantially from those currently
existing on-site, and therefore would likely generate similar amounts of wastewater. As
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such the proposed project would not result in a determination by the wastewater

treatment provider that would serve the project that it bas adequate capacity to serve the

project's projected demand in addition to the provider's existing commirinents. Impacts

would be less than significant and n~ mitigation is required.

fl Less than Significant Impact. During the demolition and construction of the

Helen Keller Park's redevelopment, solid waste needs would temporarily increase as

compazed to existing conditions at the site. However, upon completion of the improved

recreational facilities, the amount of solid waste disposal is anticipated to be similar to

that which currently exists from operations at the facility. The completed redevelopment

of Helen Keller Park is not anticipated to substantially affect solid waste and is not

expected to result in a significant physical change in land use activities. Therefore, as

land uses would not change significant from those that currently exist at the site, the

proposed project would be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to

accommodate the projects solid waste disposal needs. Impacts would be less than

significant and no mitigation is required.

g) Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would be required to comply with

all federal, state and local statutes pertaining to the regulation of solid waste. Therefore,

the proposed project would have less than a significant impact and no mitigation is

required.

Less Than
Significant

Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant

Issues (and SuppoRFng lnformaffon Sources): Impact Incorporation Impact No Impact

Q. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE -
Would the project:

a) Have the potential to degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish
or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population
to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to
eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the
number ar restrict the range of a rare or endangered
plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of the
major periods of California history or prehistory?

b) Have impacts that would be individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively
considerable" means that the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when viewed in connection
with the effects of past projects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effecGS of probable future
projects.)

c) Have environmental effects that would cause
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either
directly or indirectly?

d} Does the project have t he potential to achieve short-
term environme ntal goals, to the disadvantage of
tong-term environmental goals? (A short-term im pact
on the environm ent is one that occurs in a relatively
brief, definitive p eriod of time w hite long-term impacts
will endure well into the future.)
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Discussion

a) Less than a Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The proposed project consists of
an upgrade to existing park facilities and does not have the potential to degrade the
quality of the environment. As discussed in this Initial Study analysis, with the

implementation the mitigation measures provided herein for Biological and Cultural

Resources, the proposed project would not substantially reduce the habitat of fish or

wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife populations to be reduced below self sustaining

levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict
the range of a raze or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of the
major periods of California history or prehistory. Impacts would be less than significant

with incorporation of mitigation.

Mitigation Measures

Implement Mitigation Measures BIO-1, CUL-1, and CUL-2.

Significance after Mitigation: Less than significant.

b) Less than a Significant Impact. The proposed project would not result in any

cumulatively considerable impacts that would be potentially significant or that would

require mirigation. There are no impacts that would be individually limited, but

cumulatively considerable resulting fi-om park improvements. There would be no change

in land use designations as part of the project. The potential impact would be less than
significant.

c) Less than a Significant Impact. The proposed project would not result in a health

hazard, and there would be no environmental impacts that would adversely affect human

beings, either directly or indirectly. The small quantity of regulated materials potentially
resulting from construction activities (e.g. used oil, solvents, etc.) would be handled and

disposed of in a manner that would comply with all regulatory requirements, and thus,
potential health risks would be minimal. During operation, the land uses at the site would

continue to be recreational and no hazards to human health would occur from project

implementation. The potential impact would be less than significant.

d) Less than a Significant Impact. The proposed project bas no potential to achieve short-

term environmental goals to the disadvantage of long-term environmental goals. The
action is not expected to result in a significant physical change or change in land use

activities, change in utility or service providers, or major policy changes that would be
detrimental to long-term environmental goals. The potential impact would be less than
significant.
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Appendix A
Photo-Documentation of
Site and Surrounding Area





View from southeast looking northwest of existing park basketball courts.

View from the northeastern corner looking southwest at park picnic area.



View From east looking west at children's play area and office administration building.

View of southeast looking northwest at administration building wiih restrooms.



View of residential homes to the west of the park located off of 127th Street.

View of residential homes, across from Vermont Avenue to the east of the park.





Appendix B
Air Quality Modeling
(URBEMIS)
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Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions Calculations

Project Name DPW Helen Keller

Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions from

Area Sources and Vehicles

URBEMIS2007 Area Emissions
URBEMIS2007 Vehicle Emissions

Total Emissions (area sources +vehicles)

Annual Emissions

pounds (ibs.) Tons Mevic Tons

1.020 0.51 0.46

34,620 '731 15.70

35,640 18 16

Indirect Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions from

Project use of Electricity (Power Plant Emissions)

Estimated Project Annual ElecMCal Use. 2,383,500 kWh (kilowatt hours)/year

2,384 mWh (megawatt hours)/year

Annual CO2 Annual

Emission Factor Project GHGs Equivalent CO2 Equivalent

idirect GHG gases Ib/mWh ElecMcity mWh metric tons Factor Emissions ImeMC t

arbon Dioxide (CO2) 524 2,384 567 1 567

litmus Oxido (N20) 0.0037 2,384 0.0 296 1

lethane (CH4) 0.0067 2,384 0.0 23 0

Total Indirect GHG Emissions from Project Electricity Use= 56S

Total Annual Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emission from

Project Operations -- All Sources (CO2 equivalent Metric Tons)

Area Sources 0 0.1 i

Vehicles 16 2.7%

Electrical Use 568 972

7olal= 584 100.0%

Notes and References:

Total Emissions from Indirect ElecVicity Use

Formula and Emission Factor from The California Climate Action Regiustry Report Protocol 2006

Pg. 32 (CCARRP) gives Equations

Pg. 36 (CCARRP -April 2008 update) gives CO2 output emission rate (IhslmWh)

878.71 (Ibs/mWh)

Pg. 85 (CCARRP) gives CO2 equivalency factors

Pg. 87 (CCARRP) gives Methane and Nitrous Oxide electricity emission factors (Ibs/mWh)

Methane - 0.0067 (Ibs/mWh)

Nitrous Oxide - 0.0037 (Ibs/mWh)

PGBE Carbon Footprint Calculator gives CO2 output emission rate (IbslkWh)

0.524 Ibs/kWh

Ibslmetric ton = 2204.62

Percentage of 25,000 2.3

Percentage of 174 Million 0.0003357%

Tons front URBEMIS Metric Tons

Construction CO2 257 233

is)



Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions Calculations

Project Name: hellen keller

Total Annual Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emission fr
om

Project Operations -- All Sources (CO2 equivalent
 Metric Tons)

Area Sources 0.46

Vehicles 16.00

Electrical Use 568

Total= 584

percentage of 6,500 9%

Percentage of 25,000 2.3%

Percentage of 427 Mill 0.0001369%

percentage of 341,721 0.1710343%

427 mill 0.00158%

Metric Tons amortized over 30 years

Construction CO2 372.46 12.415



TABLE G-1

LIST OF RECOMMENDED ACTIONS BY SECTOR

GHG Reductions

Measure 
(Annual Million

No. Measure Description Metric Tons CO2E)

Transportation

T-1 Pavley I and II —Light Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Standards 
31.7

T-2 Low Carbon Fuel Standard (Discrete Early Action) 
15

T-3' Regional Transportation-Related Greenhouse Gas Targets 
5

T-4 Vehicle E~ciency Measures 
4.5

T-5 Ship Electrification at Ports (Discrete Early Action) 
0.2

T-6 Goods Movement E~ciency Measures. 
3.5

• Ship Electrification at Ports

• System-Wide Efficiency Improvements

T-7 Heavy-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Measure —
0.93

Aerodynamic E~ciency (Discrete Early Action)

T-8 Medium- and Heavy-Duty Vehicle Hybridization
0.5

T-9 High Speed Rail
1

Electricity and Natural Gas

E-1 Energy Efficiency (32,000 GWh of Reduced Demand)
15.2

• Increased Utility Energy E~ciency Programs

More Stringent Building &Appliance Standards

Additional E~ciency and Conservation Programs

E-2 Increase Combined Heat and Power Use by 30,000 GWh (Net red
uctions 6.7

include avoided transmission line loss)

E-3 Renewables Portfolio Standard (33°/a by 2020) 21.3

E-4 Million Solar Roofs (including California Solar Initiative, New Solar Hom
es 2.1

Partnership and solar programs of publicly owned utilities)

• Target of 3000 MW Total Installation by 2020

CR-1 Energy E~ciency (800 Million Therms Reduced Consumptions)
4.3

Utility Energy E~ciency Programs

• Building and Appliance Standards

• Additional E~ciency and Conservation Programs

CR-2 Solar Water Heating (A8 1470 goal)
0.1

Green Buildings

GB-1 Gree n Buildings
26

Water

W-1 Water Use Efficiency
1.4t

W-2 Water Recycling
0.3t

W-3 Water System Energy Efficiency
2.Ot

W-4 Reuse Urban Runoff
0.2t

W-5 Increase Renewable Energy Production
0.9t

W-6 Public Goods Charge (Water)
TBDt

IndusEry

-1 Energy Efficiency and Co-Benefits Audits for Large Industrial Sour
ces TBD

-2 Oil and Gas Extraction GHG Emission Reduction
0.2

-3 GHG Leak Reduction from Oil and Gas Transmission
Q.9

-4 Refinery Flare Recovery Process Improvements
0.3

-5 Removal of Methane Exemption from Existing Refinery Regulatio
ns 0.01

Recycling and Water Management

RW-1 Landfill Methane Control (discrete Early Action)
1

RW-2 Additional Reductions in Landfill Methane
TBDt

• Increase the E~ciency of Landfill Methane Capture



TABLE G-1
LIST OF RECOMMENDED ACTIONS BY SECTOR

GHG Reductions
Measure (Annual Million

No. Measure Description Metric Tons CO2E)

RW-3 High Recycling/Zero Water 9t
• Commer cial Recycling

Increase Production and Markets for Compost
. Anaerobic Digestion
• Extended Producer Responsibility

Environmentally Preferable Purchasing

forests

F-1 Sustainable Forest Target 5

High Global Warming Potential (GWP) Gases

H-7 Motor Vehicle Air Conditioning Systems: Reduction of Refrigerant Emissions 0.26
From Non-Professional Services (Discrete Early Action)

H-2 SF s limits in Non-Utility and Non-Semiconductor Applications (Discrete Early 0.3
Action)

H-3 Reduction of Perfuorocarbons in Semiconductor Manufacturing (Discrete Early 0.15
Action)

H-4 Limit High GWP Use in Consumer Products Discrete Early Action (Adopted 0.25
June 2008)

H-5 High GWP Reductions from Mobile Sources 3.3
Low GWP Refrigerants for New Motor Vehicle Air Conditioning Systems
Air Conditioner Refrigerant Leak Test During Vehicle Smog Check
• Refrigerant Recovery from Decommissioned Refrigerated Shipping

Containers
• Enforcement of Federal Ban on Refrigerant Release during Servicing or

Dismantling of Motor Vehicle Air Conditioning Systems

H-6 High GWP Reductions from Stationary Sources 10.9
High GWP Stationary Equipment Refrigerant Management Program:
o Refrigerant Tracking/Reporting/Repair Deposit Program
o Specifications for Commercial and Industrial Refrigeration Systems

• Foam Recovery and Destruction Program
• SF Leak Reduction and Recycling in Electrical Applications

Alternative Suppressants in Fire Protection Systems
Residential Refrigeration Early Retirement Program

H-7 Mitigation Fee on High GWP Gases 5

Agriculture

A-1 Methane Capture of Large Dairies 1.Ot

1 This is not the SB 375 regional target. CARB will establish regional targets for each MPO region following the input of the regional
targets advisory committee and a consultation process with MPO's and other stakeholders per SB 375

t GHG emission reduction estimates are not included in calculating the total reductions needed to_meet the 2020 target
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February 13, 2008

County of Los Angeles
Department of Public Works

Project Management Division, 5`~ Floor

900 South Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803-1331

Attention: Mr. Daniel O'Brien, P.E.

Subject: Geotechnical Investigation for the

Helen Keller County Park

Proposed Community Building and General Improvements

1045 West 126~h Street

Los Angeles, California

In accordance with our task order, URS Corporation has completed a geotechnicat investigation

for the proposed Community Building and other general improvements at Helen Keller County

Park. Our findings are presented in the accompanying report.

We hope this report meets your current project needs. If you have any questions or require

additional information, please call.

Very truly yours,

URS Corporation

Garry Lay, PE, GE

Principal/Vice President

URS Corporation

915 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 700

Los Angeles, CA 900173437

Tel: 213.996.2260
Fax' 213.996.2290





1.0 INTRODUCTION

Gechnica I Investigation
Helen Keller County Park

7045 West t 26°i Street, Los Angeles, Calitomia
For: IACDPW

This report presents the results of a geotechnical investigation performed by URS Corporation (URS) for
the proposed new Community Building and other general improvements within Helen Keller County
Park, located at 1045 West 126' Street, Los Angeles, California. Our work was performed in accordance
with the As-needed Geotechnical Engineering, Materials Testing and Inspection Services Contract,
Consultant Szrvices Agreement (PW 12745) between Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
(LACDPW) and URS. In addition, URS also performed a surface fault rupture investigation under an
agreement between URS and Bernard Brothers Inc. under contract number PW 1 2899. The location of [he
site relative to existing topographic features is shown in the Vicinity Map, Figure 1.

This investigation was performed in accordance with the 1997 Uniform Building Code, 2001 California
Building Code, the latest Los Angeles County grading ordinances/building code, and guidelines of 2005
LACDPW Manual for Preparation of Geotechnical Reports.

This report includes our conclusions and geotechnical recommendations far design and construction of
the project. Conclusions and recommendations presented in this report are based on the results of our
geotechnical investigation and the laboratory testing. Soil conditions were interpreted at the exploration
locations only and should not be extrapolated to other areas without o►~r prior review.
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3.0 PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF SERVICES

The purpose of our investigation was to explore and evaluate the subsurface conditions within the
proposed development, identify the key geotechnical and geologic issues that could potentially impact the
proposed project and develop preliminary geotechnica! recommendations for design and construction of
the project. The scope of services as outlined in our proposal dated January 3, 2007 generally includes
the following tasks:

♦ Reviewed geological and geo[eehnical data in our files pertinent to the project site as well as
available published information and records;

♦ Contacted Underground Services Alert (USA) of Southern California to identify subsurface
utilities and obtain clearance for drilling at the site;

♦ Explored the subsurface conditions at the site by drilling and sampling two geotechnical borings
to depths approximately 51.5 feet with attack-mounted hollow-stem auger drill rig;

• Conducted a fault rupture hazard investigation with test pits and trenches and the results are
included in a separate report (Appendix C);

♦ Performed laboratory tests on selected soil samples obtained from the borings to evaluate index,
consolidation characteristic, expansion index, compaction characteristic and corrosion potential
of the soils;

♦ Performed engineering analyses to develop geotechnical recommendations for design and
construction of the proposed project; and

♦ Prepare this report that includes:

a. Description of the proposed project;

b. Description of the field exploration and laboratory testing programs:

c. Evaluation of the site geologic conditions;

d. Discussion of the site surface and subsurface geotechnical conditions:

e Results of geologic and seismic hazards evaluation;

f. Recommendations for site earthwork;

g. Recommendations for temporary excavations:

h. Recommendations for foundation design;

i anticipated foundation settlements under assumed loading conditions;

~ Lateral earth pressures and related parameters for retaining walls;

k. Recommendations for concrete slab-on-grade;

I. Recommendations for pavement;

m. Recommendations for hardscapes;

n. Discussions and recommendations related to soil corrosiviry, and

o. Construction monitoring recommendations.

UR.S ;-
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A surface fault rupture investigation was performed in addition to the subsurface investigation and is
attached in Appendix C.

URS 3
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4.0 FIELD EXPLORATION PROGRAM

A field exploration program was initiated on February I, 2007 and completed on same day under the
technical supervision of a geotechnical engineer from our Los Angeles office. The subsurface conditions
at the site were explored by drilling and sampling two borings using atruck-mounted drilling rig,
equipped with 8-inch diameter hollow-stem augers. The depths of the borings are approximately 50 feet
below the ground surface (bgs). [n addition, a fault nipture hazard investigation, including excavating six
test pits ranging from about 5 to 15 feet bgs, and a fault trench to about IS feet bgs was performed
between 3uly and August> 2007. The locations of the borings, test pits and the fault trench are shown on
Figure 2.

From the soil borings, both relatively undisturbed ring-lined soil samples from a Modified California
sampler and Standard Penetration Test (SPT) samples (per ASTM D 1586) were obtained by driving the
samplers 18 inches into the subsurface soils using a 140-pound hammer successively failing 30 inches.
All blow counts were recorded at 6-inch intervals. The number of blows required to drive the sampler [he
final 12 inches was recorded on the logs of boring. Bulk samples from the near-surface soils were also
collected from all borings. Upon completion of the drilling activities, both Boring B-1 and B-2 were
backfil(ed with soil cuttings.

Our representative maintained logs of the borings and classified the soils encountered according to the
Unified Soil Classification System. A Key to the Log of Boring and description of [he Unified Soil
Classification Syste►n is presented in Figure A-lof Appendix A. The logs of exploratory borings are
presented in Appendix A.

'Test pits and the fault trench were logged by a CeRified Engineering Geologist from our office and were
backfilfed with soil cuttings upon completion. Logs of test pits are presented in Appendix C.

URS 4_ ~
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5.0 LABORATORY TESTING

Soil samples obtained from the borings were packaged and sealed in the field to prevent moisture loss and

disturbance and transported to our Los Angeles laboratory where they were further examined and

classified. Descriptions of the laboratory tests performed are provided below.

♦ In-situ moisture content and density tests were performed on selected soil sampies (per ASTM D
2216 and D 2937, respectively) For the estimation of overburden pressure and correlation with
other soil properties. The results of these tests are presented on the Logs of Borings in Appendix
A.

♦ Sieve analysis and percent passing No. 200 sieve tests (per ASTM D 422) were performed to aid
in classification of the samples and in correlation with other pro~rties. The results of fines
content (percent passing #200 sieve) of soil samples are presented on the Logs of Borings in
Appendix A. The sieve analysis is plotted as Figures B-1 and B-2 in Appendix B.

♦ Atterberg Limits tests (per ASTM D 4318) were performed to aid in classification and to evaluate
the plasticity characteristics of fine-grained materials encountered in the borings. The results of
these tests are presented on the Log of Borings. A summary plot is presented in Appendix B.

♦ Aone-dimensional consolidation test (per ASTM D 2435) was performed on a saturated
undisturbed sample to evaluate the compressibility characteristics of the on-site soils. The results
of the test are presented in Appendix B.

♦ A compaction test (per ASTM D 1557) was performed on representative bulk samples in order to
evaluate compaction characteristic of the near surFaee soil. The results are presented in Appendix
B.

♦ An expansion index test (per ASTM D 4824) was performed on representative bulk samples in
order to evaluate the expansion characteristic of the near surface soil. The resu{ts are presented in
Appendix B.

♦ A suite of soil corrosivity test was performed (per State of California Testing Methods) For a soil
sample obtained from our field exploration. The test results are discussed in Section 8 of this
report.

v~ ~I
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6.0 GENERAL CONDITIONS

The proposed Community Building and the general improvements are located within Helen Keller

County Park, as shown in Figure 2 and Figure 3. The location of the proposed building is currently

occupied by an existing single-storey building which will be demolished before the conskructron of the

new building. The ground surface of the park is mostly landscaped while some areas are concrete

patched. The ground surface within the project site is relatively flat and has elevations of 155 [0 159 feet

above mean sea level (MSL). Existing underground utilities are present within the site boundary.

6.2 SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS

Community Building
The proposed building at the locations explored is mantled by 5 to 8 feet of undocumented fill consisting

of loose clayey sand or medium stiff sandy clay. Underlying the Fill to final explored depth of 50 feet

from the borings is found to be alluvium consisting of olive brown to brown very stiff clay with varying

minor amount of sand, and medium dense to very dense sand. The clay material is generally medium

plasticity.

Shade Shelter
The Shade Shelter at the location explored is mantled by undocumented fill. The thickness of the fill is

estimated to be over 10 feet. The fill consists of sandy clay with construction debris such as asphalt,

concrete, brick, claypipe, tile, glass, and rock fragments of over 3 feet in size.

Parking Lot and the Retaining Wall
The proposed parking lot is found to be u~iderlain by deep undocumented fill of aver l5 fee[. The fill

consists of sandy clay to clayey sand with construction debris such as asphalt, concrete, brick, claypipe,

tile, glass, and rock fragments of aver 3 feet in size.

6.3 GROUNDWATER

Groundwater was not encountered during our subsurface investigation to maximum depth of 50 feeE.
Based nn regional data, the historical highest groundwater level in the project vicinity was about 50 feet

below the ground surface (CDMG 1998). The depth to groundwater may fluctuate, depending on factors

such as rainfall in the site vicinity.
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7.d GEOLOGICAL AiVD SEISMIC HAZARDS STUDY

7.1 GEOLOGIC SETTING

The project site is located on the southwest edge of the Los Angeles Basin, an alluvia! plain created by
tectonic subsidence and subsequent filling by sediments eroded from surrounding mountains. The Los
Angeles Basin is bounded to the north by the Santa Monica Mountains, to the east by the Santa Ana
Mountains and the San Joaquin Hills, and to the south and west by the Pacific Ocean. The basin is a
coastal plain of low relief that slopes gradually seaward.

The Los Angeles Basin is situated within the active boundary zone between the North American and
Pacific tectonic plates. In the Project area, the width of the boundary zone extends more than 220 miles
from the offshore San Clemente fault zone to the eastern California shear zone in the Mojave Desert.
Deformation along the boundary zone is predominantly right-lateral strike-slip, but is complicated in the
Los Angeles area by compressional deformation along the "Big Bend" in the San Andreas fault zone,
about 44 miles (Blake, 1998) northeast of the Project, and by changes in regional tectonics over the last 4
to 5 million years. Deformation in the area is now accommodated by northwest-trending right-lateral
strike-slip faulting of the San Andreas system and other parallel faults, east to northeast-treading left-
lateral strikeslip and reverse oblique-slip faulting, and west to northwest-trending thrust and reverse
faulting (Walls et al., 1998). The Los Angeles Basin is underlain by a major structural depression that has
been the site of subsidence and deposition since the Miocene epoch (5 to 23 million years ago).

7.2 FAULTING ANS SEISMfCTY

The project site is located in a seismically active region that has in the past and will in the future be
subjected to strong seismic shaking. A[ its closest, the project site is within the 1Vewport-Inglewood Fault
Zone (N~Z) per California Division of Mine and Geology (CDMG. 1986). The most significant historic
earthquake on the N~Z was the March 10, 1933 Long Beach Earthquake. This Richter Magnitude 6.3
earthquake caused extensive damage in the Long Beach and greater Las Angeles area. This event
claimed between 115 and 120 lives and caused more than 40 million dollars in property damage,
incl~iding destruction of numerous public school buildings. An investigation of the potential for active
faulting of the project is summarized in a separate report by URS, in Appendix C.

7.3 GEOLOGICAL AND SEISMIC HAZARDS

7.3.1 Geological Hazards

Landslides

The potential for 1lndslides induced by seismic shaking is not anticipated to pose a signific~~nt seismic
hazard to the proposed project. The proposed project site is in a relatively flat-lying area where landslides
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would not be expected to occur. In lddition, the Seismic Hazards Zone maps for the Inglewood

quadrangle, indicate that the project elements do not Iie within areas designated as having the potential for

earthquake-induced landsliding (California Division of Mines artd Geology, (999).

The same site conditions that are conducive to seismically induced landslides are also conducive to

landslides associated with high rainfall or a rise in groundwater and involve slopes underlain by both

surficial deposits (generally colluvium) and bedrock. As noted above, the proposed project lies in a

relatively flat-lying area where landslides would not be expected to occur. Therefore, the potential for

landslides induced by rainfall is not anticipated to pose a significant hazard to the proposed project.

Subsidence

The extraction of water or petroleum From sedimentary rocks or deposits can cause the permanent

collapse of the pore space previously occupied by the removed fluid. The compaction of subsurface

sediment caused by fluid withdrawal will cause subsidence of the ground surface overlying a pumped

reservoir. If the volume of water or petroleum removed is sufficiently great, the amount of resulting

subsidence may be sufficient to damage nearby engineered structures. The project site is situated wel!

outside any oil field and the area is not known to be in an area with significant ground water pumping.

Although a detailed study has not been performed for this report, it is anticipated that the current minor

amount of water extraction from water wells in the vicinity of the site would not result in measurable

subsidence at the project site. Therefore, the potential for subsidence is not considered a significant

geologic hazard to the project.

7.3.2 Seismic Hazards

7.321 Primary Ground Rupture

Primary ground rupture is ground deformation that occurs along the sarface trace of the causative fault

during an earthquake. According to HaR (1997), the project site is located within an area that has been

delineated as an earthquake fault zone associated with the Newport Inglewood Fault Zone (NIFZ) under

the Alquist-Priolo (A-P) Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (CDMG, Special Publication 42}. A fault rupture

hazard investigation was performed at the project site to fully evaluate the surface fault rupture potential

at the site and is attached in Appendix C. The fault investigation indicates that the project site does not lie

on any fault and therefore the potential for primary ground rupture is considered low.

7.322 Strong Ground Motion

Strong ground motion occurs as energy is released during an earthquake. The intensity of ground motion

is dependent upon the distance between the site and the earthquake, the magnitude of the earthquake, and

the geologic conditions underlying and surrounding the site. Earthquakes occurring nn Faults closest to

the site would most likely generate the largest ground motions.
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As is the case with most of southern California, the site is located within an area subject to relatively

strong ground motions. Proposed buildings should be designed with seismic parameters presented in

Section 8.6 of this report.

7.323 Liquefaction

Liquefaction is defined as significant and relatively sudden reduction in stiffness and shear strength of

saEUrated sandy soils caused by a seismically induced increase in pore water pressures. Potential for

seismically induced liquefaction exists whenever relatively loose, sandy soils exist with high groundwater

level and/or potential for long duration, high seismic shaking.

California Geological Survey (CGS) has designated certain areas within CaCifornia as potential

liquefaction hazard zones. These are areas considered at greater risk of liquefaction-related ground

failure during a seismic event, based upon mapped surficial deposits and the presence of a relatively

shallow groundwater table. According to the Seismic Hazard Map for the Inglewood Quadrangle

(CDMG, 1999), the project site is not located within a Liquefaction Hazard Zone. Based on our

investigation, the historic site groundwater level is relatively low (i.e. about 50 feet below existing ground

surface), therefore, liquefaction potential at the project site is considered to be low.

7.324 Lateral Spreading Displacement

According to publications by Bartlett and Youd (1999), conditions such as free-face, sloping ground

surfaces and liquefiable layers are factors conkributing to lateral spread displacement of the ground during

strong motto❑ events. The site is situated on relatively flat ground with very low susceptibility of

liquefaction; therefore, risk of lateral spread displacement is remote.

7.325 Earthquake Induced Flooding

Earthquake induced Flooding occurs when nearby water retaining structures, such as dams or storage

tanks, are breached or damaged during an earthquake. The site is not currently located within a flood or

inundation hazard zone according to the Los Angeles County Safety Element (1990). Based on this

information, there appears to be minimal risk of earthquake induced Flooding within the vicinity of the

site.

7.32.6 Other Seismic Hazards

Other seismic hazards include tsunamis, seiches, and earthquake-induced landslides. These hazards do

not exist at the site due to the site's distance from the Pacific Ocean and the absence of reservoirs or lakes

within the vicinity of the site.

UR.S 7-:
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8.0 DISCUSSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

8.1 GENERAL

The subsurface information and geotechnical recommendations presented in this report are preliminary in

nature and are intended to provide general geotechnical information for preliminary planning and design

purposed. Based on the results of our geotechnical investigation and our understanding of the project

requirements, the site can be developed for its intended purpose provided the recommendations in this

report are incorporated in the design and implemented during earthwork and construction of the project.

With respect to geological and seismic hazards, although the project site is located within the NIFZ,

findings from the surface rupture fault hazard investigation indicated that no faults are known to exist

within the proposed building site; accordingly, the possibility of surface rupture of the Community

Building site dae to faulting is low. Although the site could be subject to significant ground steak+ng in

the event of a major earthquake, this hazard is common to southern California, and possible damage

caused by the shaking can be reduced by proper structural design and construction.

The proposed Community Building can be supported on conventional spread footings. The building pad

for the proposed Building will be created after demolishing the existing Community Building. Based on

the subsurface investigation, underlying the proposed Community Building consists of undocumented fill

of 5 to 8 feet thick, underlain by alluvium of clayey soils with discontinuous, thin layers of sandy soil.

The entire existing undocumented old fill will need to be removed and recompacted to provide a uniform

bearing support for the building's shallow foundation.

Deep fill was found below the proposed shade shelter and retaining wall area during our subsurface

investigation. Soil improvement will be needed at these areas for support of these improvements.

Recommendations for earthwork, Foundation design, seismic design, and corrosion protection

considerations are presented below.

S.2 EARTHWORK

8.2.1 Site Preparation

Prior to the start of site grading, some of the existing structures, including the existing Community

Building, will he demolished to facilitate new construction. Any debris, organic materials and deleterious

materials and existing fills should be removed and disposed of outside the construction limits under

observation by the Geotechnical Engineer of Record. F111 foundation elements, if any, should he

removed. All active or inactive utilities within the construction limits should be identified for relocation,

abandonment, or protection prior to grading. Any pipelines greater than 2 inches in diameter to he

UR5 8-
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abandoned in-place should be filled with sand/cement slurry after review of their location and approval of

the Geotechnical Engineer of Record.

After the removal of the surficial fill and any loose/soft alluvium to the exposed firm or dense subgrade,

the upper 6 inches of native subgrade within proposed improvement areas for future support of structural

loads, or engineered fill should be scarified and proof-rolled with arubber-tire loader or other heavy

equipment to remove any soft or loose zones. In-place compaction may be difficult if the soft or loose

zones are greater than about 12 inches in thickness, and removal and recompaction in separate lifts may

be necessary.

8.2.2 Overexcavation and Soil Improvement

Community Building

Existing undocumented fill within the building and paved areas should be removed. Based on the

subsurface investigation, the fill is about 5 to 8 feet in thickness as encountered in our borings drilled at

the site. The entire existing fill should be replaced by engineered fill. The area of removal should extend

at least 5 feet beyond the edge of foundations, or equal to [he depth of removal, whichever is greater.

Shade Shelter

Given that the Shade Shelter will be underlain by deep existing undocumented fill, and complete over-

excavation of the ~Il will be very costly, we recommend that soil improvement should he prepared as [he

follows.

The upper three feet of the foundation soil below the bottoms of the shade shelter footing should be

removed, and replaced with a "geo-composite layer" consisting of a bottom layer of geogrid, overEain by

a 12-inch-thick layer of gravel, then another layer of geogrid, then two more feet of gravel. Geogrid used

should be bi-directional and manufactured by either Tensor such as BX-(200, or by Mirafi such as

BasXgrid 12. The gravel should conform to the Caltrans Class II (37.5 mm) aggregate base standard. The

area of removal should extend at least 5 feet beyond the edge of foundations. Old fill should be expected

to contain various construction debris and therefore, proper disposal shoulc! he planned.

Retaining Wall

The location of retaining wall is underlain by deep existing undocumented fill, complete over-excavation

will be costly and is not recommended. The upper three feet of the foundation soil below the bottoms of

[he wall Footing should be removed, and replaced with a "geo-composite layer" as described in the Shade

Shelter recommendation. It should be notzd that this geo-composite layer should be placed for the entire

width and length of the wall backfill.

Alternatively, if future settlement-related distress can be tolerated, the option of geo-composite layer will

not be needed. The upper three feet of the Foundation soil below the bottoms of the wall footing should he

removed, and replaced with recompacted engineered Fill.
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Following the excavation, the exposed subgrade should be proofrolled io locate any loose or soft zones.

Proofroiling will involve making several passes with heavy rubber-tired equipment over [he area under

consideration, and observing the reaction of the subgrade under the wheel loads. Upon completion of

proofrolling, a field representative of the Geotechnical Engineer-of-Record should perform probing

and/or field density testing to evaluate the extent of loose or soft zones, if any. All observed loose or soft

zones less than 12 inches in depth should be compacted in-place. Upon completion of proofrolling, the

excavation subgrade should be scarified a minimum of 8 inches deep and compacted in-place, achieving a

minimum subgrade relative compaction of 90 percent of the maximum dry density per ASTM D-1557.

If loose or soft zones greater than l2 inches in depth are encountered, additional overexcavation will be

required. Such additional subsurface improvement requirements should be determined in the Eield by the

Geotechnical Engineer-of-Record during foundation subgrade preparation activities. Upon completion of

any required overexcavation, backfill should be placed in accordance with recommendations presented

later in this report.

8.2.4 Fills and Backfills

824.1 Genera!

The soils to be generated from excavations will be consisting of clayey sand or sandy clay. An expansion

index test indicated the on-site material has an expansion index of 19. However, based on the clayey

nature of the on-site material, medium expansive soil should be assumed. Additional expansion index

tests will be required at the grading. Further, construction debris should be expected from the excavated

old fill and proper disposal of the constniction debris should be planned.

82.42 Import Materials Criteria

IYo soil should be imported to the site without the prior approval by the Geotechnical Engineer of Record.

If import soil is considered for this project, the new fill should be predominantly granular in nature, with

an Expansion [ndex of less than 20. For gradation, [he new fill should contain no rocks in excess of 3

inches in maximum dimension, and no more than 20% of fines passing a standard No. 200 sieve. In

addition, aggregate base and trench bedding materials should conform to the Green Book or similar

standards. All new fills should be free of hazardous, organic and inorganic debris. All fill and backfill

materials should he observed and rested by the Geotechnical Engineer of Record in order to determine

[heir suitability.

82.a.3 Compaction Criteria

Fills and backfills should be placed in loose lifts not exceeding 8 inches in thickness, and moisture

conditioned as required to achieve near-optim~►m moisture content. IVo compaction by ponding or jetting

should be allowed. All fills within 3 feet below the footing in the proposed building 1rea, and any other

Fills and backfills, should be compacted to 45 percent of their maximum dry densities. Fills placed 3 feet

URS g_ 3
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below the bot[om of footing should be compacted to at least 90 percent of their maximum dry densities.

If specified relative compaction is not achieved, additional compaction effort, moisture conditioning of

the fill soils, and/or removal and recompaction of the below-minimum-compaction soi{s will be required

at the expense of the contractor.

No fill should be placed, spread or rolled during unfavorable weather. When the work is interrupted by

rain, operations should no[ be resumed until field tests by the Geotechnical Engineer of Record have

indicated that conditions will permit satisfactory results.

8.2.5 Temporary Excavation

Excavation and safety during construction is the sole responsibility of the Contractor who should perform

an independent assessment of the proposed excavation. Excavations should be performed in accordance

with applicable local, state, and federal regulations and safety ordinances such that excessive ground

movement and Failure will not occur.

it is anticipated that shallow temporary excavations will be required for the foundations. Unsupported

and non-surcharged temporary excavations can be made up to 5 feet deep. For deeper cuts up to a

maximum of 20 feet, temporary excavations can be made at a gradient no steeper than l: I (horizontal to

vertical, H:V). Constn~etion slopes excavated in accordance with the above criteria are considered to

have a factor of safety in excess of I.25 under temporary static loading conditions. In areas where soils

with little or no binder are encountered, shoring or flatter excavation slopes may be necessary.

It is expected that excavation for [he proposed construction can generally be accomp}ished using

conventional earthmoving equipment. The top of excavations should be graded to prevent runoff from

entering the excavation, wetting the soils, artd eroding the excavated faces. Surcharge loads from vehicle

parking and traffic or stockpile materials should be set back from the top of temporary excavation a

horizontal distance equal to at least the depth of excavation. Even with the implementation of these

recommendations, sloughing of the surface of temporary excavations may still occur, and workers should

be adequately protected.

8.3 FOUNDATION DESIGN FOR THE COMMUNITY BUILDING AND SHADE SHELTER

8.3.1 Allowable Bearing Capacity

An allowable bearing pressure of 2.000 pounds per square foot (psi may be used for shallow footings

with a minimum width of 2 feet and a minimum embedment depth of 18 inches below the lowest adjacent

grade for perimeter footings, or top of slab for interior footing, bearing into engineered fill or on top of

the geo composite layer. The depth of bearing layer (engineered fill or geo-composite layer) should be no

less than 3 feet below the bottom of any Footings and the limits should extend at least 5 feet beyond the

edges of all footings, or equal [n the depth of fill below the foundations, whichever is greater. The

LTRS 8- ~



technical Investigation
Helen Keller County Park

1045 West 726" Street, Los Angeles, Calitomia
For: LACDPW

recommended bearing pressure can be increased by 20 percent with each additional toot of depth to a

maximum value of 3,000 psf.

The above allowable bearing pressures are net values, and the weight of the foundation and backfill over

the foundation to the subgrade level may 6e neglected when computing dead loads. The bearing pressure

applies to dead plus live loads and includes a calculated factor of safety of ac least 3. The allowable

bearing pressure values may be increased by one-third for short-term loading due to wind or seismic

forces.

8.3.2 Settlement

Total static settlements of individual foundations wi[1 vary depending vn the width of the foundation and

the actual load supported. Based on the recommended bearing pressure, the total static settlements of

shallow footings designed and constructed in accordance with the preceding recommendations are

anticipated to be less than I inch for the Community Building. Differential settlements between similarly

loaded adjacent footings may be assumed to be half of the totai settlement.

Static settlements will primarily be due to elastic compression of the foundation materials. Static

settlements of the foundations are generally expected [o occur immediately after initial application of the

design loads. As a precaution, structural and utility connections to new construction supported on

shallow foundations should be deferred until after the majority of the dead loads have been applied.

8.3.3 Lateral Resistance

Resistance to lateral loads may be provided by frictional resistance between the bottom of concrete

footings and the underlying soils and by passive soil pressure against the sides of the footings. The

allowable coefficient of friction between poured-in-place concrete footings and the underlying engineered

fit! may be taken as 0.3. Allowable passive pressure available in engineered fi(i may be taken as 300

pound per cubic foot (pcfl to a maximum value of 3,000 psf. The above-recommended values include a

factor of safety of at least I.S. Friction and passive resistance may be used in combination, if [he passive

resistance is reduced by one-half.

$.4 SLAB-ON-GRADE FLOOR FOR THE COMMUNITY BUILDING

Slab-on-grade floor founded on engineered fill should be at least 4 inches thick and should be reinforced
with #4 reinforcement bars spaced a maximum ofi 16 inches each way. The actual design of slab

thickness and reinforcement should be determined by the project structural engineer. For design of stabs

and estimating their deflections, a modulus of subgrade reaction (k) of 200 pounds per square inch per

inch deflection (pci) may be used.

A moisture barrier is recommended under all door s(~bs to be overlain by moisture-sensitive floor

covering. A plastic or vinyl membrane may be used Far this purpose and should be placed between two
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layers of moist sand, each at least 2 inches thick, to promote uniform curing of the concrete and to protect

the membrane during construction.

S.5 RETAINING WALL

We recommend that the retaining wall should be built as a reinforce-earth wall, where soil built up with

geogrid reinforcing layers. This type of wall will be more tolerant to settlement of the foundation soil.

For design purpose. [he foundation soil below the wall maybe assumed to have a friction angle of 20

degrees.

8.6 SEISMIC SITE COEFFICIENTS

In order to estimate the level of shaking that can be expected at the site, a deterministic evaluation

according to the California Building Code (CBC) was conducted. According to the CBC all components

of the project are located within Zone 4. The Newport-Inglewood fault, which is estimated to have a

maximum magnitude of 6.9, would govern the seismic design at [he project site. The Newport-Inglewood

vault classifies as a Type B fault (International Conference of Building Officials, 1998)_ The subsurface

fill materials likely correspond to "Soil" (Type Sp) for the purpose of ground motion evaluation. Based

on this input, the corresponding seismic design parameters from the 2001 CBC for the site underlain by

"Soil" are as presented in the following table.

SEISMIC DESIGN PARAMETERS

Parameter Value
Soil Type Sp

Seismic Source Definition B

Closest Distance to Site (km) Q km

Near Source Factor Na I.3
Nv I.6

Seismic Zone Factor Zone 4
Z D.40

Seismic Coefficient Ca - 0.44Na 0.572

Cv = 0.64Nv 1.024

8.7 PAVEMENT

Recommendations for flexible structural pavement sections are provided for the proposed driveway and

parking lot. Based on the subsurface investigltion, the near-surface materials are undocumented fill

consisting of loose clayey sand or medium stiff sandy clay. Due to the clayey nature, we assumed that the

fill has a fow R-value. We recommend a removal of existing soil to a depth of 3 feet below finished

subgrade or subgrade to new fil! and replaced by the "geo-composite layer" as described in Section $.2.2.

Alternatively, the removal can be replaced by 3 feet of recompleted engineered fill instezd of [he "geo-

composite layer" However in this case, frequent future maintenance such as re-surfacing should be

~.S 8-6
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expected. A Flexible pavement structural section of 4 inches of hot-mixzd asphalt concrete and 6 inches of

aggregate base should be adequate for the driveway and parking lot.

The aggregate base course materials should conform to Caltrans Class [I aggregate base or crushed

miscellaneous base with a minimum R-value of 78. All base materials should be compacted to a

minimum of 95 percent of the maximum dry density per ASTM D-! 557.

$.A HARDSCAPES AND CONCRETE WALKWAYS

l~few hardscapes including will be constructed around the proposed Building. At large hardscaped areas,

the top 3 feet of soil should be removed and replaced by import sandy soil compacted to at feast 95

percent of the maximum dry density per ASTM D 1557 using mechanical compaction equipment. We

understand that no vehicle will be allowed on the walkways. For walkways wider than 6 feet, it should be

considered as pavement and should follow the recommendations in Section 8.7. Concrete walkways

should have a minimum thickness of four inches and should have similar steel reinforcement as those

required for building stab-on-grade (Section 8.4). Due to the deep fill under these areas, future settlement

related distress may occur, and the hardscapes should have closely spaced joints.

S.S ASPHALTIC WALKWAYS AND BASKETBALL COURT

At the asphaltic walkways and basketball court areas, the top 3 fee[ of soi! should be removed and

replaced by import sandy soil compacted to at least 95 percent of the maximum dry density per ASTM D

1557 using mechanical compaction equipment.

Asphaltic walkways and basketball court should consist of 3 inches of hot-mixed asphalt concrete and 4

inches of aggregate base. The aggregate base course materials should conform to Caltrans Class II

aggregate base or crushed miscellaneous base with a minimum R-value of 78. All base materials should

be compacted to a minimum of 9~ percent of the maximum dry density per ASTM D-1557.

It should be noted that frequent maintenance should be expected for these areas due to settlement of deep

old fill over time.

Walkway with decomposed granite is recommended due to its tolerance to settlement and the exposed

subgrade should be proofrolled prior to receive the decomposed granite.

8.10 CORROSIVITY

Preliminary testing for soluble sulfate for the site indicates a sulfate content of 27 ppm. W"e judge that

sulfite zxposure to concrete is negligible, therefore Type II cement can be used for the project.

The hydrogen-ion concentration (pH) value and the chloride content of the selected soil sample was 8.2

and 60 ppm, respectively.
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One laboratory electrical resistivity test was performed for a soil sample and the result is 1.300 ohm-cm.

A commonly accepted correlation between electrical resistivity and potential corrosivity toward ferrous

metals is presented as follows:

Below 1,000 ohm-cm
1,000 to 2,000 ohm-cm

2,000 to 10>000 ohm-cm
over IO,U00 ohm-cm

severely corrosive
Corrosive
moderately corrosive
mildly corrosive

Moderately corrosive site soils should be assumed in estimating the service life of the underground utili[y

lines and for ferrous metal in contact with on-site soils. We recommend that a corrosion engineer be

consulted to determine the most appropriate corrosion protection measures at the site.

The summary of corrosivity test result is provided in Appendix B.
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9.0 DESIGN REVIEW

The geotechnical aspects of the project should be reviewed by the Geotechnical Engineer of Record

during the design process. The scope of services may include assistance to the design team in providing

specific recommendations For special cases, reviewing the Foundation design and evaluating the overall

applicability of the recommendations presented in this report, reviewing the geoteehnical poRions of the

project for possible cost savings through alternative approaches and reviewing the proposed construction

techniques to evaluate if they satisfy the intent of the recommendations presented in this report.
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Logs of Exploratory Borings





SOIL CLASSIFICATION CHART

MAJOR DIVISIONS SYMBOLS TYPICAL QESCRIPTIONS

GRAVEL AND
GRAVELLY
SOILS

CLEAN
GRAVELS

~LITT~E OR NO
FINES)

~ ~:~ ~'

7 ;~

GW '+~1ELL-GRADED GRAVELS, GRAVEL -SAND MIXTURES,

LITiLE OR NO FINES

•
~~~ GP P~ITf E O 

NOD NRAVELS, GRAVEL -SAND MIXTURES,

GRAVELS WITH
FINES

~ ~:: '~'
_ GM SILTY GRAVELS, GRAVEL -SAND - SiLT MIXTURES

COARSE
MORE THAN 50% OF

COARSE FRACTION

GRAINED SOILS RETAINED ON NO.4
SIEVE

(APPRECIABLE
AMOUNT OF FINES) - GC+ CLAYEY GRAVELS, GRAVEL -SAND - CU1Y MIXTURES

MORE THAN 5d%
OF MATERIAL IS SAND .4ND CLEAN SANDS

~
',*~- '> . ~W

WELL-GRADED SANDS, GRP.VELLY SANDS. LITTLE OR N

FINES

LARGER THAN NO.
200 SIEVE SIZE

SANDY SOILS (LITTLE OR NO

FINES) SP
POORLY GRADED SANDS, GRAVELLY SANDS, LITTLE OR

NO FINES

MORE THAN 50°I OF
SANDS WITH

FINES
.'.~ ~- ~;_ ~ :;

'-:
SM SILTY SANDS, SAND -SILT MIXTURESCOARSE FRACTION

PASSING NO- 4 SIEVE

SC CLAYEY SANDS, SAND -CLAY MIXTURES(APPRECIABLE

AMOUNT OF FINES)
tNORGAYIC SILTS ANO VERY FINE SANDS, ROCK FLOUR,

ML SILTY OR CLAYEY FINE SANDS OR CLAYEY SILTS W17

SLIGHT PLASTICITY

CL

INORGANIC CLAYS OF LOW TO MEDIUM PLASTICITY,

CLAYS 
LLY CLAYS, SANDY CLAYS, SILTY CLAYS. LEAM

FINE GRAINED
SOILS

SILTS AND LIQU{D LIMIT HESS

C(,~G YS THAN 50

OL ORGANIC SILTS AND ORGANIC S1lTY CLAYS Of LOW

P~snaTv

MORE THAN 50%

OF MATERIAL IS

MH INORGANIC SILTS, MICACEOUS OR DIATOMACEOUS FIN
SANDY OR SILTY SOILS. ELASTIC SILTS

SMALLER THAN NO
200 SIEVE SIZE

SILTS AND LIQUfD LIMIT
C~YS GREATER THAN SO CH INORGANIC CLAYS OF HIGH PLASTICITY

~ / ~ off ORGANIC CLAYS OF MEDIUM TO HIGH PLASTICITY,
ORGANIC SILTS

HlGHL Y ORGANIC SOILS ~% li ~
e. +s es t„

pT PEAT HUMUS, SWAMP SOILS WITH HIGN ORGANIC

CONTENTS

NOTE: Dual symbols are used to indicate gravels or sand wlih &12%fines and sods with fines classifying as CL-ML Symbols separated by 
a slash

indicate borderline soil dassiflcations.

~ Rock Material Symbols lexampies} Laboratory and Field Test Abbreviations

Modelo Formation ~Topanga Formation~Santa Monica CBR California Bearing Ratio Test
Slate CpL Collapse Potential test (test result in parentheses)

Sampler and Symbol Descriptions COMP Compaction test

Dames &Moore Type-U sample CON Consolidation test

Q Standard Penetration Test
CORK Corrosivity test

❑ No Recovery
~SCD Consolidated drained direct shear test

(normal pressure and shear strength results shown)

Bk~ Bulk sample
EI Expansion Index test (test result in parentheses

Disturbed Type-U Sample
LL=29 Liquid limit (Atterberg limits test)

PI=11 Plasticity Index (Atterberg limits test)

❑ Pitcher Tube Sample pp Pockel Penetrometer test (test result in parentheses)

m Shelby Tube Sample R-Value Resistance Value test

Rock Core Sample
SA Sieve Analysis (-200 result in parentheses;

SE Sand Equivalent test (test result in parentheses)

S~ Approximate depth of perched water or groundwater SWELL Swell Load test (test result in parentheses)

~ Note: Number of blows regwred to advance driven sample N Torvane test (test result in parentheses)
12" (or length Holed) is recorded; blow count recorded for
seating interval (initial 6" o(drive) is indicated by an asterisk -200 Percent passing #200 sieve (test result in parentheses)

KEY TO LOG OF BORING
Helen Keller County Park

1U45W 126th St., Los Angeles

~ FOR: LACDPW
Figure A-1

- Template: CMG4KEV; PrJ ID: HELEN KELLER.GPJ: Printed: 7130IU7
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Drilling Hollow-Stern Auger 
Drill Bit 8 inches 

gOf ICIg B~~

Method SizelType

Drill Rig CME-75 
Hammer 1401bs Hammer! 30 inches 

Sheet 1 of 2

Type Data drop

Sam lin SPT, Modiiled California Sampler, Bulk ~Ob 29402087
Methad(s) Number

Approximate Groundwater No groundwater encountered 
Total De~th 51.5

Depth and Date Measured Drilled (ft)

Comments 
Approximate Ground 559.0 MSLSurface Elevation(ft)
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~, _ OTHER TESTS

10 L a a L cn MATERIAL DESCRfPTION ~ a`~ ;~ and REMARKS
> a ~ ~ a in --

W ~ FT Z m~ C~ 7 ~ (~ O O

i ~ SC UNDOCUMENTED FILL ~ 15 SA, -200 (d6)

ek-'~ Clayey SAND COMP

~ Brown, slightly moist, loose, fine sand, trace roots, organic 
EI (13.4)

2 39 Grades medium dense 11 121 LL=31, PI=15

~ ~5 Grades olive brown 70

150 •I CL 

~CLAYwUMand-------------------< 36 11 117

10-;~ 5 Zi / F Olive brown. slight moist, very stiff. medium plasticity

~~ , 6 40

140

2~ ~ ~ 16

2'" I 8 21
"' S0/5"

~i30

~~~ 9

I■ io

t 20

I ao-

22 106 -200 (71)

Clayey 
SAND--------------------- --

Olive brown, slightly moist, fine sand, medium dense

Grades very dense

-- ---------------------
22 SP-SM SAND with silt 4

Olive brown, slightly moist, medium dense, fine to medium sand

36 Q+ CH CLAY with sand 35

Grayish brown, slightly mast, very stlfi, high plasticity
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Olive brown, siightiy moist, dense, fine sand
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4
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C
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7Q

t t ~ 35

12 I 53

C~ ~ CLAY with sand
Olive brown, slightly brown, very stiff, medium plast(city

i) Total Depth' 51.5 feet below the ground surface
2) No groundwater encountered.
3) Boring backfilled with soil cuttings.
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Sheet 2 of 2
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GRAVEL ~ SAND FINES

COARSE FfNE OARSE MEDIUM FINE --~ SILT T CLAY

U.S. STANDARD SIEVE OPENING 
U.S. STANDARD SIEVE NUMBER 

HYDROMETER

g•• 3" 1 1/2" 3/4" 3/8" #4 #10 #20 #40 #60 #100 #200

100

90

80

fZ+;

z~
,o

1 QO 10 1 0.1 0.01 0.001

PARTICLE SIZE IN (MM}

Symbol Boring
No.

Sample
No.

Depth
(ft~)

GR:SA:F!
(/o)

Sample Description (USCS Symbol)

O B-1 BK-1 0-5 1:53:46 Brown clayey SAND (SC)

PARTICLE-SIZE DISTRIBUTION CURVE

(ASTM D-422)

HELEN KELLER COUNTY PARK

LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA

1C~ 
FOR: LACDPW FIGURE B-1
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COMPACTION TEST RESULTS
(ASTM D1557-A)

HELEN KELLER COUNTY PARK
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA

FOR: L,ACDF'W

FIGURE B-4



TABLE- 2
EXPANSION INDEX QF SOILS °

ASTM D4829-88

Project Name: Hellen Kelier County Park Tested By : MF Date: 02/08/07

Project No.: 29402087 Data Input By: MF Date: 02/19!07

Boring No.: 6=1 Checked By: MF Date: 02/19/07

Sample No.: BK-1 Depth (ft.} : 0=5

Visual Sample Description: Brown clayey SAND (SC)

MOLDED SPECIMEN BEFORE TEST AFTER TEST

Conventional Oven Microwave Oven Conventional Oven

S ecimen Diameter in. 4.01 4.01

S ecimen Hei ht in. 1.0000 1.0134

Wt. Com .Soil +Mold m. 620.58 669.25

Wt. of Mold m. 207.75 207.75

S ecific Gravit 2.70 2.70

Container No. E68 M4 M86

Wet Wt. of Soil + Cont. m. 250.30 178.67 777.08

D Wt. of Soil + Cont. m. 231.6$ 169.56 688.22

Wt. of Container m. 48.SZ 80.75 107.83

Moisture Content % i0.18 10.26 15.31

Wet Densi 124.5 124.5 137.4

D Densi cf 113.0 112.9 119.1

Void Ratio 0.492 0.493 0.415

Total Porosi 0.330 0.330 0.293

Pore Volume (cc) 68.2 68.3 61.5

Degree of Saturation (%) (S meas] 55.9 56.2 99.6

SPECIMEN INUNDATION in distilled water far the period of 24 h or expansion rate < 0.0002 in.lh.

DATE TIME PRESSURE PSI ELAPSED TIME DIAL READING

02iJ8i07 16~ 19 I.0 0 -----

0~08/0~ 16:29 10 ----

(1_:'08/07 16:29 0 0.30ib

ADD DISTILLED WATER TO THE SPECIMEN

D2/USrU7 I G:39 I.0 10 0.3 l02

OZ/OR%07 17:55 86 0.3174

O3:'U9/U7 0):45 !036 0.3189

02r09l07 I ~:d~ 1396 ~319Q

02/U9!07 16:30 1441 Q.3L9~

Expansion Index [ EI meas J= (Final Rd9-Initial Rdgl x 1000 13.4
inivai irncKness

Expansion Index (Et ) = EI meas - (50- S meas) x 65 + EI meas 16
so 220 S mess

GIASSIFICATiON OF A POTENTIALLY E7(PANSIVE SOIL

Ex ansion Index, EI Polenlial Index

0-20 Ve Low

-51 Low

51-90 1ledium

91-130 Hi h

> 130 Ve Hi h

oan.-o3~R~ti o~~si Figure B-5



TABLE -3

CORROSIVITY TEST

Resistivity Test and PH' Califiornia Test Methods 532 and 643

Sulfate Content: California Tesi Method 417

Chbride Content: California Test Me[hod 422

Project Name : Helen Keller Gen, Improvements

Project No 29402087

Date: 2/1412007

Location Los Angeles, C,

Tested By : MF

Data Input By: 2!1912007

Boring No. ample No
Depth

Sample Description
Resistivity

(ohm-cm)

PH
Sulfate Content Chloride Content

It 1 (ppm) (ppm)

B-2 Bk1 0-5 Brown sandy CLAY (CL) 1300 82 27 60
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Fault Rupture Hazard Investigation, Helen Keller County Park

1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 GENERAL

This report presents the findings of a fault rupture hazard investigation conducted at Helen Keller County

Park for the County of Los Angeles. The County of Los Angeles Public Works Department is planning to

construct a new community center building within the park at 1045 West 126th Street, Los Angeles,

California (Figure 1).

1.2 PURPOSE

The Helen Keller Park site consists of a rectangular shaped area with an existing community center,

public pool, playgrounds, a ball field, parking lots, concrete walkways, picnic tables and grassy areas.

The majority of Helen Keller Park is located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone (Figure 2).

The Alquist-Prialo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act, which was signed into state law in December of 1972,

prohibits the location of most structures for human occupancy across the trace of active faults (California

Division of Mines and Geology. 1997). Consequently, the application for a development permit for any

project within a delineated earthquake fault zone must be accompanied by a geologic report, prepared by

a geologist registered in the State of California, which is directed to the problem of potential surface fault

disQlacement through the project site. This report is intended to fulfill that requirement of the Alquist-

Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act.

URS 
1-1





Fault Rupture Hazard Investigation, Helen Keller County Park

2.0 SCOPE OF WORK

T.1 SUMMARY

The scope of work for this investigation consisted of the following tasks:

Literature review

➢ Analysis of historic aerial photographs

➢ Geologic site reconnaissance

➢ Field Investigation

2.2 LITERATURE REVIEW

The literature review consisted of gathering the available sources of data and information

relevant to the project site. Principal sources of puhlished information included a geologic map

by Saucedo et al. (2003) and the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone Map, Inglewood

Quadrangle (CDMG, 1986). Other sources of information used included the 1964 (photorevised

1981) Inglewood Quadrangle, California -- Los Angeles County, 7.5 Minute Series Topographic

map and referenced studies.

2.3 AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH ANALYSIS

Historic aerial photographs from the Fairchild Collection at Whittier College were observed to

evaluate site history and to determine if there is geomorphic evidence and/or tonal lineaments

suggestive of faulting at the subject site. The available aerial photographs included multiple

flight lines which spanned a time frame from 1927 to 1966. Most of these photographs provided

stereographic coverage of the subject site. The scale of the photographs ranged from about

1:10,000 to 1:66,000. The photographs that were reviewed are listed on the following Table I.

TABLE 1
LIST OF AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHS REVIEWED

Date Flown Flight No. Photo No.(s)

8-1927 C-113 204-206, 247 -243

1928-29 C-3Q0 M:81-85

3-6-4f C-6972 47-48

$-30-41 C-7647 50-52.5$-59

12-24-4i C-7595 13-Y5

11-5-46 C-t 0810 1:28-30, 46-48

2-1



Fault Rupture Hazard Investigation, Helen Keller Co~rnty Park

1947 C-11351 8:35-36; 10:49-50

8-1947 C-11703 1:3Q-31; 3:7-8~

10-19-47 C-11863 1:1-3, 5-7

6-19-48 ~ C-12675A S:1

6-19-d8 C-126758 S:2 
- _ _

2-1951 C-16123 1:46

5-28-51 C-16580 1:28-29

12-1951 C-17188 1:34 --- -- J E

1:55-58, 58-595-8-53 C-19375

1953 C-19400 1:39-40

--12-18-54 o G21250 1:23-25

5-7-56 C-22511 1:42-43, 67-69

1956 i C-22555 21:25-26

3-23-57 C-22867 281-281

1958 ..G C-23023

C-235788

LA:5:32-33

5-5-59 4:529-530

1-23-60 C-23600
F523: 125, 147-149 and two
unnumbered frames_~

11-20-62 C-24385 1:69-71; 2:27

1962 C-24400 8:225-226; 9:198-199

1958-66 Thompson Rol114:7:44-55

2.4 GEOLOGIC SfTE RECONNAISSANCE

The geologic site reconnaissance included a site visit to observe the current site conditions, and

observe any surface features on the site and general area indicative of surface faulting.

2.5 FIELD INVESTIGATION

The field investigation was divided into 2 phases. Phase t was conducted on June 29, 2007 and

included an initial subsurface investigation consisting of six backhoe test pits. The purpose of

the test pits was to identify the depth of fill materials that may have been previously placed, and

to verity that the soil to be excavated in Phase 2 trenching investigation was not contaminated,

which could potentially create a confined space hazard during trench logging. Phase 2

investigation consisted of the excavation and logging of an approximately 10 foot deep, 230 foot

long fault trench at the site.

~S 2-2



Fault Rupture Hazard Investigation, Helen Keller County Park

3.0 DISCUSSION

3.1 REGIONAL GEOLOGIC AND TECTONIC SETTING

The project site is located within the Peninsular Ranges geomorphic province, which is

characterized as a series of northwest trending ranges and intervening valleys which are

subparallel to active faults of the San Andreas fault system. The Peninsular Ranges are

principally composed of metamorphosed sedimentary and volcanic rocks of Jurassic age [140 to

208 million years ago (Ma)J intruded by mid-Cretaceous [90 to I20 Ma] plutonic rocks of the

southern California batholiih.

Specifically, the project site is located on the southwest edge of the Los Angeles Basin, which is

a structural trough created by tectonic subsidence and subsequent filling by sediments eroded

from surrounding mountains. The Los Angeles Basin, which has been the site of subsidence and

deposition since late Miocene time {about 7 Ma) is bounded to the north by the Santa Monica

Mountains, to the east and southeast by the Santa Ana Mountains and the San Joaquin Hills, and

to the south and west by the Pacific Ocean. The surface of the Los Angeles Basin is a coastal

plain of low relief that slopes gradually seaward.

The Los Angeles Basin is situated within the active boundary zone between the North American

and Pacific tectonic plates. The width of this zone is more than 220 miles from the offshore San

Clemente fault zone to the eastern California shear zone in the Mojave Desert. Deformation

along the boundary zone is predominantly right-lateral strike-slip along northwest trending faults

of the of the San Andreas fault system.

The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone map of the site area, presented as Figure 2, shows that

the project site is located within an earthquake fault zone. The mapped zone is associated with

the Newport-Inglewood Fault Zone (NTFZ) also known as the I~Iewport-Inglewood Structural

Zone. Specifically the portion of the fault Zone that passes through the site is a short,

approximately l mite long, fault that trends 1V25°W.

3.1.1 Newport-Inglewood Fault Zone

The Newport Inglewood fault zone (NIFZ) is an active right lateral strike slip fault system

consisting of a series of en echelon fault segments and anticlinal uplifts that are believed to be

the surface expression of a deep seated wrench fault within the basement rock (Harding, 1973).

The N[FZ along with the "offshore zone of deformation" and the Rose Canyon fault form a

system of faults that extends from Santa Monica to Baja California.

Up to b000 feet of right lateral displacement has accumulated on the fault zone since mid

Pliocene time and 10,000 feet since the Late Miocene (Woodward Clyde Consultants, 1979).

UR.S 
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Based on this data, Freeman and others (1992) suggested a long term horizontal slip rate of about

0.5 mm per year (mm/yr) for the Newport Inglewood fault. Grant and others (1997) estimated a

minimum Holocene slip rate ranging from 034 to 0.55 mm/}T and suggested that the actual slip

rate might be significantly higher. With consideration for all the available data, the California

Division of Mines and Geology (1996), which is now the California Geological Survey (2003)

and the U.S. Geological Survey (1996) adopted a slip rate of 1.0 + .5 mm/year for the Newport

Inglewood fault zone for their "Probabilistic Seismic Ha2ard Assessment for the State of

California".

According to CDMG (1974), the NIFZ trends northwesterly from Newport Mesa to the Cheviot

Hills along the western side of the Los Angeles basin. Near surface faults within the NIFZ also

act as barriers to the westerly flow of groundwater; therefore, groundwater levels are generally

higher nn the east side of the zone.

3.1.2 Seismicity

The project site is located in a seismically active region that has in the past and will in the future

be subjected to strong seismic shaking. Figure 3 shows the project site with respect to known

active or potentially active faults and historic earthquake epicenters in southern California. The

most significant historic earthquake on the Newport-Inglewood Fault Zone was the March 10,

1933 Long Beach Earthquake. This Magnitude 6.3 earthquake claimed between 115 and 120

lives and caused more than 40 million dollars in property damage in the Long Beach and greater

Los Angeles area.

3.1.3 Site Geology

As shown on Figure 4, the site is underlain by late to middle Pleistocene age [ 11,000 to 1.8

million years agoJ alluvial deposits. These deposits have been described as fluvial sediments

deposited on canyon doors, which consist of moderately well consolidated, poorly sorted,

permeable, slightly dissected gravel, sand, silt and clay-bearing alluvium (Saucedo, 2003).

The project site is located within the Rosecrans Hills, which consists of northwest trending hills

that range from approximately 100 to 240 feet above mean sea level (msl). The current

topography at the park is generally flat and ranges from 155 feet msl along the south edge of the

park to 163 feet msi in the northwest corner of the park.

3.2 AERIAL PHOTQGRAPH AND TOPOGRAPHIC MAP REVIEW

Based on our review of historic aerial photographs from the Fairchild Collection at Whittier

College, it appears from the aerial photographs and topographic survey that a north to south

draining canyon previously traversed the north half of the park site and joined an east to

UR.S 
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southwest draining canyon that traversed the site from approximately the east mid portion of the

park to the southwest comer of the park. The earliest aerial photographs from 1927 show that

the east to southwest canyon had been filled across the Vermont Avenue roadway. In the 1950's

and 60's ail the canyon areas within the park site were filled to the current grades. Only the

northwest corner of the park appears to be close to original grades. The rerri~inder of the site

appears to be covered by canyon fills that are greater than 5 feet thick.

Evidence of faulting was not apparent in the photographs reviewed; however, a faint northwest

trending tonal lineament was observed in the 1956 aerial photograph across the northeast corner

of the park site.
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4.0 FIELD INVESTIGATIONS

4.1 PHASE 1 TEST PIT INVESTIGATIQN

The Phase 1 field exploration performed on June 29, 2007 consisted of excavating 6 test pits

(Figure 5) to depths between 5 and 14.5 feet below the existing ground surface. The equipment

used for excavation was a John Deere 310 backhoe with a 24-inch wide bucket. Three test pits

were excavated in the north eastern portion of the park site and three test pits were excavated

along the park's northern property line.

The test pits in the north eastern portion of the park site encountered arti~ciaf fill consisting of

poorly consolidated to loose, clayey sand and sandy clay with construction debris (asphalt

concrete, concrete, brick, clay pipe, tile, glass and other miscellaneous debris). Soft to medium

stiff sandy clay, possibly alluvium, was encountered at a depth of 14 feet in the northeast test pit

(TP-1). Test pits 2 and 3 enco~~ntered artificial fill to the depths explored.

Test pit 4, the eastern mast test pit along the northern property line located east of the site storm

drain system encountered artificial fill to the depths explored of 7 feet. Test pits 5 and 6

encountered shallow (1 to 2.5 feet) artificial fill underlain by alluvium consisting of reddish

brown sandy to silty clay and clayey to silty sands.

Based on the Phase 1 investigations we determined that fault trenching in the north eastern

portion of the park site would be impractical due to the depth of artificial fill that would need to

he removed in order to reveal native soil. The area of the park where fault trenching would be

feasible appeared to be the slightly elevated area in the northwest corner of the park where native

soils are close to the surface.

Utilities in the northwest comer of the site include irrigation water lines; buried electrical lines

servicing the recreation building and park lighting; storm drain and sanitary sewer. To avoid as

many of these utility lines as possible, the Phase 2 fault trench was decided to be within

approximately 10 feet of the west and north park property lines west of the site storm drain

system.

4.2 RHASE 2 TRENCH INVESTIGATION

Based on the Phase ! subsurface investigation, aerial photograph review and geologic

reconnaissance of [he project area, the Phase 2 trench was subsequently excavated in the

northwest comer of the park site (Figure 5). The equipment used for excavation was a John

Deere 310 backhoe with a 24-inch wide bucket. The majority of the trench was excavated to an

approximate depth of 10 feet below the existing ground surface. The trench was shored in

accordance with Cal OSHA regulations. Following excavation and placement of shoring, the

URNS 
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north and west wall of the trench was scraped clean and prepared for logging. A reference string

line was constructed to aid trench logging, which was attached to the trench wall by nails. Aline

(bubble) level was used to check the horizontality of the string line and the string line was

marked at 5-foot intervals for horizontal control. Trench stations were marked at five-foot

intervals beginning with Station 0 at the south end and continuing north to the trench corner and

then east to Station 230 feet. The trench was subsequently logged at a scale of t inch equals 5

feet. Following completion of the trench log, a field inspection of [he trench exposure was

conducted with Mr. Robert Larson of the County of Los Angeles. Mr. Larson is the reviewing

geologist for the County of Los Angeles.

The fault trench excavated at the park site was approximately 231 feet long, about 10 feet deep,

and located as shown on Figure 5. Qs shown on the trench log, which is presented in Appendix

B, the trench exposed a well stratified sequence of older alluvium (Qos on the Geologic Map

presented as Figure 3), consisting of silty to sandy clay, clayey silt, and silty very fine- to fine-

grained sands, covered by a surficial layer of artificial fill.

The youngest native deposit, Unit 3 (stations 50 to l05), consists of dark yellowish brown clay

which appeared to locally exhibit a well developed argillic soil with angular-blocky structure,

and clay films on ped faces. The development of an argillic soil in this unit is consistent with the

published geologic mapping which repoRs that these alluvial deposits are of Pleistocene age.

This uppermost native unit appears to have been eroded or graded away in the other portions of

the trench.

Unit 9 appears to have been emplaced or extnided during a very old liquefaction event. The unit

shows evidence of sand boils and other intn~sion features within unit 10. Generally, a non-

displaced roughly horizontal, small seam to a thickened unit that varies laterally in all directions

was observed in the trench wall between Stations 12 and 125. Between Stations l20 and 193.5,

the contacts between units 10, 11, 14, 15 and 16 were observed with non-displaced bedding.

Several clay and calcium carbonate in-filled cracks were logged in the trench wall between

Stations 80 and 155. These features appear to be related to liquefaction and are not fault related.

These features terminate downward, generally in sandy zones where liquefaction has presumably

occured. AI! but one of these features shows no evidence of displacement. One clay filled crack

appeared to show approximately 1/8-inch, down to the east displacement of a bed on the south

wall of the trench across from station 97. This feature appears to be syn-depositional as other

horizontal bedding were continuous across the same crack higher in stratigraphy.

As noted above and shown oil Figure 5, the alluvium (Qos) at the trench site has been mapped as

being of Pleistocene age. The location of the test pits and fault trench are shown on the site plan
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presented as Figure 5 and the Test Pit and Fault Trench logs are presented in Appendices A and

B, respectively.
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5.0 CONCLUSIONS &RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 Cor~c~usioNs

Features indicative of fault n~pture were not found in the trench excavated at the site.

Continuous horizontal bedding contacts that are uncut by faulting were observed in the trench

wall between Stations 12 and 193.5 of the trench. This evidence suggests that the surface fault

rupture hazard in the portion of the project site that is covered and or "shadowed" by trench

stations l2 to 193.5 is low. The faint northwest trending tonal lineament observed in the 1956 aerial

photograph did not project toward the trench or the building zone discussed below.

5.2 RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the fault investigation discussed above we believe that the northwest comer of Helen Keller

Park is not crossed by an active fault trace. Therefore, in accordance with the A(quist-Priolo Earthquake

Fault Zoning Act, we believe that structures intended for human occupancy should be permitted in the

northwest portion of the park that is crossed and/or "shadowed" by the fault trench performed fot this

study. Figure 5 shows our recommended building zone. It should be noted [hat the building zone that is

shadowed by the trench is along a N25°W trend, which is the inferred trend of the Newport Inglewood

Fault Zone. The width of the zone is based on the distance between stations 12 and 193.5 minus a 5 foot

wide buffer zone on either side of the trench shadow. The proposed community building is located within

the recommended building zone.

Areas outside the recommended building zone may also be clear of active fault traces but the

investigation discussed herein does not address that possibility. If structures intended for human

occupancy outside of this zone are planned, then additional fault investigations would be necessary.

5.3 GENERAL CONDITIONS

This report presents conclusions and recommendations pertaining to the subject site based on the

assumption chat the subsurface conditions do not deviate appreciably from those disclosed by our

exploratory investigations. In view of the general geology of the area, the possibility of different

conditions cannot be discounted. Professional judgments presented in this report are based on

evaluations of the technical information gathered, our understanding of the proposed project,

ands our general experience in the geologic and geotechnical fields. We do not guarantee the

performance of the project in any respect, only that our geologic work and judgments rendered

meet the standard of care in our profession at this time and location.
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5.4 AUTHENTICATION

[f you have any questions regarding this report, please contact us. We look forward to being of further

assistance as construction begins.

Very truly yours,

Casey Lee Jensen, P.G., C.E.G.
Senior Engineering Geologist
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